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We take our stand entirely on the 
Marxist theoretical position: Marxism 
•was the first to transform socialism 
from a utopia into a science, to lay 
a firm foundation for this science, 
and to indicate the path that must be 
followed in further developing and 
elaborating it in all its parts. 

V. I. LENIN 

(Collected Works, Vol. 4, p. 210) 


There is no trace of an attempt on 
Marx’s part to make up a utopia, to 
indulge in idle guess-work about what 
cannot be known. Marx treated the 
question of communism in the same 
way as a naturalist would treat the 
question of the development of, say, 
a new biological variety, once he 
knew that it had originated in such 
and such a way and was changing 
in such and such a definite direction. 

V. I. LENIN 

(Collected Works, Vol. 25, p. 458) 







PREFACE 


it is easier for the reader than the author to judge a book’s 
worth. He does not possess the emotional involvement 
that inhibits him from rejectiiig the author’s long-nurtured 
notions and applauding what; from the author’s viewpoint, 
is inconsequential. 

It is easy to say why the book was written. In an age of 
rivalry between, two systems and ideologies many young 
people have to make a paramount political choice. Some 
may say that one’s choice is determined by the society and 
milieu in which one lives, studies and works. There is an 
element of truth in that, since we are all creatures of the 
class or major social group to which we belong. Yet it does 
not apply automatically to every individual. 

It is hardly surprising in our complex age that some 
people should lose their bearings and take the wrong road. 
Social change occurs at a frenetic pace as mankind is in 
transition from capitalism to socialism; moribund forces in 
society vainly flaunt their synthetic wealth to stave off 
inevitable change; they urge the public to join the “rat 
race” and “keep up with the Joneses”; schools of petty-bour¬ 
geois socialism proliferate, each as impotent as it is pre¬ 
tentious; people’s frustrations mount because of the wide¬ 
spread ethic of “living for today”'at the same time as they 
have to perform boring, monotonous, repetitive and difficult 
jobs; the amount of information has burgeoned and the man 
in the street finds it hard to unravel the intricacies of modern 
life; the rhythm of private and public life is all the while 
increasing. 
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It is impossible not to be involved in the turbulent 
stream of social and political affairs. To avoid being swept 
along with the tide one has consciously to face and resolve 
the harsh alternative: either to accept the system of p i 
vate enterprise and exploitation, or to opt for the collectiv- 
Istic socialist system of labour with dignity. To evade the 
■rhoire one risks tragic consequences and may find oneself 
twittingfy baying lith an ’artfully disguised reacUonary 

^Particularly when they are dealing with an ardent young 
audience these reactionaries are less inclined these day 
to make a direct assault on the new society. There are even 
times when they make a big show o: being so*ciahsts 
though they hasten to qualify or mollify con “Pj; 
A trusting audience of well-meaning but not far-seeing 
socialist supporters may well accept this formula withou 

realising that it is the bogus design of P ™JposT 

using their “socialism” for counter-revolutionary purposes. 

I firmly believe we have to counteract'the attempts by°R 
enemies to distort socialism by expounding the exact and 
authentic views of scientific socialism. A young person 
is iust forming his views on life should learn the princip 
of scientific socialism in the-.language of its originators, m 
the terms of classical Marxism. The more ^ es f£ 1 ^ e 

are able to combat false notions of commumsm the more 

vigorously will the younger generation join the socialist 
cause. 


The word “socialism” generally designates three social 

Ph f£°ideological and political views on a just social system. 
In their initial utopian- state, these notions contained a 
critique of exploitative societies, on the .one hand, and a 
nebulous programme of an “ideal” human society, on the 
other. Due to the contributions of Marx and Engels, these 
notions gradually gave way-.to a scientific socialist theory, 
(b) a social and political popular-liberation movement of 
classes and organisations pursuing avowed socialist aims 
tvhich have found their most consistent and successful 
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embodiment in the revolutionary class struggle of the pro-' 
letariat headed by Marxist-Leninist communist parties; 

(c) a social system or system of social relations that arose 
as a result of the overthrow of capitalism and private owner¬ 
ship of the mehns of production and as a result of the imple¬ 
mentation of class interests by the industrial workers backed 
in their struggle by all working people. Such a system first 
came to Russia and is associated with the name of Lenin, 
the pupil and continuer of the traditions of Marx and Engels. 

On the occasion of the Lenin- centenary, the Central 
Committee of'the Communist Party-of the Soviet Union 
published the Theses which contained the following passage: 
“Socialism, turned by Marx and Engels from utopia into 
science and enriched by Lenin with new conclusions and 
discoveries, has been embodied in social practice on a world¬ 
wide scale and has become the main revolutionary force of 
our time .” 1 

It is socialism in the above sense that forms the subject 
matter of this monograph. Space has not 'permitted more 
than a brief exposition 'of* some central themes. The author 
recognises • the heed systematically to study the vast mate¬ 
rial -accumulated during socialist development and intel¬ 
lectual discussions in many countries. He hopes that the 
reader will not be deterred by the many quotations in¬ 
tended to popularise some of the lesser-known ideas of the 
founders of scientific communism . 2 

Socialism has become the aim and philosophy of many 
millions of people and is spreading its influence throughout 
the world. This widespread popularity is perfectly natural 
but its corollary is frequently a superficial acquaintance 
with its theoretical principles. Any amount of harm may be 
and has been done to the socialist cause by acceptance of 
just the form of Marxism and its terminology without any 
profound appreciation of its creative and revolutionary 
content. Lenin many times criticised such a demonstrative 
respect for Marxism without-a solid basis. In a reference to 
the liberal Narodnik Mikhailovsky, Lenin recalls the Les : 

1 Lenin'-s Ideas and Cause Are Immortal, Moscow, p. 3 1 . 

2 This monograph is based on a paper presented in the autumn of 
1966 to the International Relations Section of the World Socialist 
Economy Institute of the USSR Academy of Sciences. 
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sing verse u Wer wird nicht eixien Klopstock loben? Dock wird 
ihn ieden? Nein. Wir wollen weniger erhoben, und flessiger 
gelesen sein”! He goes on: “Just so! Mr. Mikhailovsky should 
praise Marx less and read him more diligently, or, better 
still, give more serious thought to what he is reading. 

Unfortunately, Mikhailovsky was not the last to merit 
such a reproach. It would seem from contemporary ideolog¬ 
ical polemics that bourgeois .theoreticians are counting on 
the gradual fading away of MarxistrLeninist philosophy; 
they either claim that its salient concepts,.are outmoded or 
they revise them arbitrarily, justifying their actions by 
demagogic referehces to modern science.- In his* book Lhe 
Life of Lenin, the American writer Louis Fischer asserts that 
“words like ‘socialism’, ‘communism’ ... are empty bottles 
into which one person pours poison and another wine; they 
are not scientific terms, nor- are they unchanging terms: 
they change in time and space”. 1 2 3 * 

Gustav Husak, First Secretary- of the Central Committee 
of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, made reference to 
such views in a speech in July 1969 in which he explained 
how they had become a dangerous threat in Czechoslovakia: 
“Primarily we want to be clear in a Marxist way of where 
we stand, what we are, what we want and what are our 
political objectives. First of all we must elucidate the situ¬ 
ation within our Party. Some people have so. emasculated 
the word that we do not know any more what they mean by 
‘socialism’. In their version it is some sort of social-democrat¬ 
ic concoction of petty-bourgeois rejection of class attitudes, 
the creation of all manner of privileged groups, of a jour- 
nalistic or some other elite, a break with socialist states and 
a negation of socialist internationalist principles and the 
leading role of the Party, etc:” 8 

I would like to make the point in this preface that Lenm 
did not “revise” the basic notipns of Marx. There are some 
people who maintain that Lenin’s contribution to Marxist 
theory of socialist revolution and the socialist programme 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected- Works, Vol. 1, pp. 134-135. 

2 L. Fischer, The-Life'of Lenin, New York, 1964, p. 479. 

3 G. Husak, Selected - Articles and Speeches, Pravda Publishers, 

Moscow, 1969, p. 190 (in Russian). 
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he proclaimed in April 1917 were actually contrary to Marx. 
The leaders of the Second International and the Russian 
Mensheviks criticised the theory and practice of Bolshevism 
primarily because they alleged it ignored the economic and 
cultural backwardness of Russia, and the lack of the objec¬ 
tive prerequisites for socialism. They propounded the “theo¬ 
ry of productive forces” according to which it was futile 
for the working class to try to seize power in countries 
which were far from reconstructing their economies in line 
with large-scale machine production. 

Such critics maintain that the approach applied by Le¬ 
ninism is in complete contradiction to that of Marx and 
Engels. Lenin and his followers were taken to task by such 
prominent Social-Democrats as Karl Kautsky who brand¬ 
ed the Bolsheviks as “dreamers”, conspirators and Blan- 
quists who shut their eyes to reality, grossly exaggerated 
the part played by a small band of ardent revolutionaries, 
and gave priority to political and subjective factors over 
economic and objective factors. The first Russian Marxist 
Georgi Plekhanov who at one time had been with the Bolshe¬ 
viks °but then sided with the Mensheviks and social-chau¬ 
vinists, went as far as to ascribe “Nietzscheism” to Lenin 
and his “supermen”. 

The controversy continued unabated between revolution¬ 
aries and opportunists, a conciliatory wing of Marxism. But 
Lenin turned out to be absolutely correct. 

The deep-going roots of the validity of Lenin’s ideas can 
only be understood by explaining the essential difference 
between the nationalistic approach of the Second Interna¬ 
tional pedants and the Leninist stance which Lenin himself 
■called “truly internationalist”. 

This polemic is as relevant today as it was then. It rever¬ 
berates in one form or another in all the theoretical debates 
of the present time. 
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SOCIALISM AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 


No social system owes as much to international relations 
for its birth as socialism. Conversely, no other social system 
has produced such radical changes in international relations. 
The reason may be found in the Marxist-Leninist analysis of 
the changing alignment of internal and international social 
relations. 

The fact is that the genesis of all former societies, includ¬ 
ing the capitalist, took place within the framework of more 
or less closed social structures. The English, American and 
French bourgeois revolutions occurred in an environment of 
hostility from their feudal, semi-feudal and even bourgeois 
states. The internal progressive forces that were attempting 
to transform social relations acted on the assumption that 
conditions were ripe for revolution within a particular 
country and that they could not seriously rely on assistance 
from related social forces from other states. The revolution¬ 
ary potential of classes in each country was national, 
although not to the exclusion of certain international forces. 
Nonetheless, any international influence was of minor 
importance. This situation existed as long as mankind was 
structured in the form of local societies, and as long as— 
due to the lack of the vital economic prerequisite of a world 
market—it could not consolidate itself into a world-wide 
commonwealth. 

Capitalism, the first society to become a world-wide 
system, differed from all previous societies in that its imma¬ 
nent economic laws extended from internal to international 
relations because of the world-wide division of labour and 
wide-scale trade. The capitalist exploitation of the working 
class and oth6r sections of the working population within 
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each country was supplemented by imperialist exploita¬ 
tion of backward peoples, developed capitalism, in 
bringing closer together nations that have already been 
fully drawn into commercial intercourse, and causing them 
to intermingle to an increasing degree, brings the antagon¬ 
ism between internationally united capital and the interna¬ 
tional working-class movement into the forefront.” 1 

The internal and international social relations came to 
acquire a social homogeneity and became so intertwined 
that the abolition of exploitation in one country was bound 
to encroach upon exploitative relations throughout the 
world. Lenin wrote that “from the point' of view of Marxism, 
in discussing imperialism it is, absurd to restrict oneself 
to conditions in one country alone, since all capitalist coun¬ 
tries are closely bound together”. 2 ' 

Having ensured that its avowed principles of profit had 
universally penetrated all spheres of social relations, capi¬ 
talism was faced with the prospect of any local reverse turn¬ 
ing into a fact of international importance. Any victim 
of capital who tries to escdpe the web of capitalist exploit¬ 
ative relations and imperialist' dependence is now unable to 
break the web without causing shock waves and damage in 
many other places. 

The revolutionary possibilities confronting the working 
class, the peasants, the middle class, the intellectuals and 
national-democratic forces in each country, and the content, 
scale and tempo of social change in a country have become 
international factors. Any revolutionary success of any 
people, therefore, immediately has an international reso¬ 
nance and shakes the system of internal and international 
relations, while, at the same time, the revolutionary poten¬ 
tial of individual countries ineluctably links up with the 
revolutionary potential of other peoples, and the power of 
example of the world socialist 'system multiplies it mani¬ 
fold. 

Just as it is impossible to imagine the highest stage of 
capitalism by describing only the production of surplus 
value within individual states and by ignoring the sources 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 20, p. 401. 

2 Ibid., Yol. 24, p. 238. 
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of profit in international economic relations, it is impossible 
also to provide any exhaustive ’description of the conditions 
necessary for the emergence of progressive social systems in 
any one country by referring only to its internal economic, 
cultural and human resources. While a narrowly national 
treatment of revolutions sometimes led to major mistakes 
when capitalism was emerging, it is simply absurd at a 
time when capitalism is changing to socialism on a world 
scale. Considerations of revolutionary struggle on the basis 
only of one’s own forces are invalid, if only because they 
have to rule out the .possibility of socialism being' built in 
countries where capitalism is weakly or only moderately 
developed; they also exclude the possibility of patriarchal 
and feudal societies changing to socialism, bypassing capi¬ 
talism, through an alliance of their progressive. leading 
forces with socialist states. Such an approach would be tan¬ 
tamount to ignoring half a century of social development on 
the basis of. public ownership, in-countries at very different 
levels of social and economic development On the Euro¬ 
pean, Asian and American continents, and', the experience 
of hundreds of millions of people. 

In order to understand the whole significance of the new 
correlation of internal and international relations, let us 
look more closely at the history of Leninism. 

We have already seen that the main bone of contention 
between the Bolsheviks led by Lenin and the leaders of the 
Second. International on the possibility, of socialist revolu¬ 
tion was-the recognition by the former, and the rejection by 
the latter of the possibility of a socialist revolution being 
implemented by the Russian working class—which consti¬ 
tuted a minority of the population. The Russian Menshe¬ 
viks interpreted Marx dogmatically, and continually reit¬ 
erated that Russia was not industrial and cultural enough 
to commence at once the transition to socialism. Lenin, 
certainly, did not ignore the social and economic backward¬ 
ness of Russia; he admitted that large-scale production was 
the only, possible material, basis of socialism. Moreover, 
he stated quite categorically that nobody could consider 
himself a Communist if he forgot this. Marxist axiom.. 1 


1 See V. I. Lenin,, Collected, Works, Vol. 32, p..408, . 
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Where then is the crux of the controversy with the Men¬ 
sheviks? Where is the new factor which gave the Bolsheviks 
reason to believe that they could break out of the imperi¬ 
alist system and begin building socialism in a country 
that was not a developed capitalist system? It was not only 
a matter of the tremendous power, scope and organisation of 
the working-class movement, the presence of a Marxist- 
Leninist party, an alliance of the working class and the poor 
peasants, and other subjective and political factors. With¬ 
out a doubt, they were important. But where is that vital 
and fundamental principle—those forces of production 
which enabled them to begin the transition to a new social 
system? 

They exist, Lenin maintained, but it is not absolutely 
necessary that they should all be present at a given moment 
in a country making the transition to socialism. Of course, 
that country must have a certain minimum development of 
capitalism. The fusion of internal with international relations 
in the imperialist era changes the approach to the socialist 
possibilities for people in revolt. 

In December 1921, Lenin said: “Since large-scale industry 
exists on a world scale, there can be no doubt that a direct 
transition to socialism is possible—and nobody will deny 
t his fact.... And if, owing to the backwardness with which we 
came to the revolution, we have not reached the industrial 
development we need, are we going to give up, are we going 
to despair? No. We shall get on with the hard work because 
the path that we have taken is the right one.” 1 The success 
of socialist changes within national frontiers may in the 
initial period be guaranteed by the condition of world¬ 
wide productive, forces- 

This being so, countries with lower industrial and techno¬ 
logical levels than advanced capitalist states can today 
create relatively high forms of. social and political organisa¬ 
tion which may be put completely at the service of the 
working man. Every nation building socialism has to con¬ 
solidate this achievement by creating after the revolution a 
higher productivity and greater scientific and technological 
potential than capitalism. 1 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 33, p. 160. 


! 


The merging of the roles of internal and international 
relations in the affairs of every nation is particularly evident 
today. While, in the 1950s, imperialism still had the power 
to export counter-revolution and thereby to reduce or even 
nullify (as happened in Guatemala) the chances of victorious 
revolutions in small states, this power is now largely para¬ 
lysed—as events showed in Hungary and Egypt in 1956, 
and in Cuba and Czechoslovakia during the 1960s. This 
applies both to attempts at military intervention and to 
economic sanctions and blockades, and to attempts at erod¬ 
ing the socialist awareness' of nations. When it is united, 
the socialist camp is able not only to balk the export of 
counter-revolution, but to compensate for losses incurred 
by the rupture in traditional economic ties, to proffer the 
necessary technical, economic and cultural aid, and to 
exchange social experience. 

Furthermore, even the minimum of capitalist develop¬ 
ment which was necessary, for .example, for Russia is no 
longer required for the transition to socialism. Many peoples 
who lag by one or two formations can compensate for that by 
a strict and consistent reliance on a union with states in 
the world socialist community. The new type of internation¬ 
al relations enable some nations to obviate entire systems 
of internal exploitative social relations, which have already 
been replaced in several states by relations of co-operation 
and mutual assistance. As a vehicle for the most advanced 
forms of social organisation, these international relations 
are becoming an enzyme of social progress. L. I. Brezhnev 
said that if one looks at the difficulties of building a new 
society “by themselves, isolated from the international situ¬ 
ation, they may well appear insurmountable. Today, how¬ 
ever, the birth and the victory of socialist revolution are 
taking place at a time when socialism has become the domi¬ 
nant trend in human development.” 1 

By virtue of these circumstances, Marxist sociology now 
takes a new “systems” approach which is based on account 
for the possible integration of social relations inside a country 
and the international relations in which the country par¬ 
takes. The contemporary epoch demands such an addition to 


1 Pravda, June 28, 1972. 

2* 
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the existing methods of historical and materialist analysis; J 

due account must be taken in .all world events of the rivalry | 

of the two systems—socialism and capitalism. .It is an essen- | 

tial task of Marxist-Leninist social science to recognise and [■ 

to study this “systems principle" and to define the param- | 

-eters of its application. f ‘ . - : 

The communist social andi economic system takes shape ; 

in relations between individual states as well as within 
them. The ultimate .outcome of this process is a social L 

uniformity of national and international ties,, of external 1 

and internal social traits, their organic fusion and the con- I 

solidation of socialist spcieties" into a communist common- | 

wealth which Marx called “socialised mankind”. | 

We shall see how these preliminary observations faciliate | 
an-understanding of problems of socialist theory. . | 

In the course of what follows we shall deal with principles | 

-and analytical methods that fully conform to Marxist- I 

Leninist methodology and, at the same time, by no means i, 

aspire to be unique or exclusive. Given the limited aim ! 

which the author has set himself ia this work, these prin- j 

ciples and methods may be taken as satisfactory. f 

Partly by contrast and partly by coincidence, the words a 

come to mind of the French seventeenth-century philosopher j 

Rene Descartes: “The true sPrinciplesI ‘by which one may J 

arrive at the highest degree of Wisdom and in which con- jy 

sists the sovereign well-being,of human life, are those which 
I have put in this Book: -And two alone are sufficient for 
that, of which the first, is- that they phould be very clear; 
and the second is that one can deduce from them everything 
else; for there are only these* two conditions which should 
be required.” 1 > 

■ Mankind has in the. last .third, of the twentieth century 
come a long way from the naive self-assurance of the Carte- | 
sians who at one time* represented a progressive trend in 
the fight against papist obscurantism;, but time has not 
changed, the basic, principles*. Moreover, even if we are 1 
considering a grander, ultimate .objective there is no need 
for principles other than the two, conditions named by Des- I 
cartes at the present level, of, knowledge. . - t| 


1 R. Descartes, Les principes de la philosophie, Paris, 1898, p. 25. 


II 

HISTORICAL MATERIALISM AND THE 
HISTORICAL INEVITABILITY OF SOCIALISM 


Among students of socialist society, there are those'who 
believe that the self-sufficing principle of their studies is the 
fight against what seems .to them a one-sided approach. T,hey 
are fond of talking of socialism as a great variety of features 
and, they.prefer a multi-factor analysis in which they them¬ 
selves often.become confused. The impatience and intoler¬ 
ance which they sometimes.display are all the sadder when 
they proclaim themselves to be the only .consistent Marxists- 
Leninists and,angrily attack all and s.undry whom they 
consider, to be dogmatic. 

Marxism-Leninism strives for the fullest possible knowledge 
of social reality. That does not prevent, however, fighting 
against eclecticism, a variety of me.taphysics masquerading 
as dialectics. It is characteristic of Marxism-Leninism that 
the determining factor in its historical study is precisely 
the same in real history. This factor is labour —which pro¬ 
duces material, and spiritual, blessings—the operation of 
the productive forces. Since, therefore, the genuine prin¬ 
ciple has been shown, it is not difficult to observe the contin¬ 
uation,. having established step by step the entire hierarchy 
of social phenomena. At the Eighth Congress of the Russian 
Communist Party, Lenin said: “'JVe educated the party of 
the proletariat with thp aid of the Marxist programme, and 
the tens of millions of working people ip our country must 
be educated in the same way. We have assembled here as 
ideological leaders and we must say to the people: ‘We edu¬ 
cated the proletariat, and in doing so we always took our. 
stand first and foremost on an exact economic analysis’.” 1 , 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 29, p. 192. 
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A scholar who takes this path is naturally not infallible; 
he may err because of his subjective limitations, hasty 
judgement, or because of the limitations of contemporary 
knowledge. These mistakes, are, however, of a special kind 
which sooner or later can and will be put right. 

* * * 

Let us try the following intellectual experiment. If we 
base ourselves on the unquestionable premise that socialism 
is the last link in the development of a given stage of histo¬ 
ry and, at the same time, the negation of previous social 
and economic systems, 1 we shall discover how formations 
essentially differ from one another and how they link together 
into a continuous chain. 

The most widely used criterion of difference in systems is 
the nature of economic relations, above all relations of 
ownership and ways of appropriating the means of produc¬ 
tion. The first question that springs to mind is: how does 
the working man connect his labour power to the means 
and objects of his labour? 

The idea that the technological process, the process of 
production and labour itself cannot occur otherwise than 
by combining the working hands of a person possessing a 
certain level of knowledge and experience with working 
tools and raw materials is sufficiently popular to require any 
special proof. Incidentally, in the period between the de¬ 
cline of primitive society and the socialist revolution, the 
direct producers (are predominantly not the owners of the 
means of production which they apply during their work. 
The technological combination of labour power and physical 
elements of production is a universal and eternal phenome¬ 
non, hut there may or may not be an economic combination 
and’ it continually changes its form. 

In primitive society, the technological combination of 
labour power and means of production coincides with the 
economic factors. The latter is just as direct as the former, 


1 Marx wrote that “the entire movement of history is, therefore, 
both its actual act of genesis (the birth act of ... empirical existence) 
and also for its thinking consciousness the comprehended and known 
process of its coming-to-be". (K. Marx , 1 ^■Economic and Philosophic 
Manuscripts of 1844, Moscow, 1961, p. 102). 
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i.e., they are inseparable either in empirical activity or in 
people’s minds. 

If we designate a person by the letter P, the means (or 
tools) of work by the letter M , the object of labour by the 
letter 0, then the technological connection between these 
elements is invariably: 

p —m —*-o 

A person places between himself and the object of his 
work an article or a group of articles (the means of his work) 
as a vehicle for his action in realtion to that object. 1 

In regard to the economic connection, it naturally takes 
the person as its starting and finishing point, and may be 
expressed as follows: 



If we combine the two formulae we have: 



(The arrows represent the direction of labour effort, and 
the lines—possession of the means of production.) 

This triangle which, in a very general way, is valid for 
all epochs, is in fact broken due to progress in the division 
of labour and to the class division of society. When the 
possibility of accumulation occurs within primitive society, 
it leads to gross economic inequality and relations of depen¬ 
dence which in their first clear-cut form have a slave-owning 
character. A person ( P) becomes either a slave (S) or a slave¬ 
owner {So). In the new arrangement the direct worker 
(slave) is not only deprived of ownership, he is himself the 
property of someone else (a “talking implement”) along 
with the cattle and other implements. He does pot belong to 
himself like any other material object. His master combines 
in his hands S , M and 0: 



1 See K. Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, Moscow, 1972, pp. 174-75. 
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The combination 6f the personal with the m&terial element 
of production becomes indirect rather than direct (through 
the owner of both)-. Labour acquires an undisguisedly coer¬ 
cive character and is'subordinate to the arbitrary rule of 
someone who himself does hot-work.' 

Alongside this form the disintegration of primitive groups 
engenders individual labour in small private (family) farms 
which, in a microscopic form, repeats the same formula but 
haS a different future. Instead’of P in the dim or tribe "we 
now have P as an individual owher earning his bread at his 
own risk: ' ; 



A major distinguishing feature of the serf economy in its 
“classical” form is that the property of the feudal lords was 
primarily land—the major .object,of labour in agriculture. 
The enserfment of husbandpien could occur in various ways, 
but what they all had in common was that a person was al¬ 
ways regarded as an appendage of the land on which he lived 
and managed his -farm. By acquiring the land one acquired 
a worker. . -, • • 

. The feudal lord ( F) needed not.simply-land, but land that 
was worked and bringing him an income. This .was only 
possible by allowing the husbandman a certain minimum of 
farming independence.- The labour power of- the peasant 
( Pe ), as opposed to the. slave, was not fully appropriated-by- 
the feudal lord or squire; Ownership of ,ther worker was not 
absolute both because it -was enforced indirectly, through, 
owning the land, and because many peasant means-of labour 
were also- outside the direct qymecship °f the squire. This- 
was an indicator of the bifurcation of serf farming which, 
once it had developed, brought,about its own disintegration.. 
This: connection takes the following form: 



(The dotted line signifies the incomplete ownership of the 
peasant by the squire through land and, in turn, by the 
peasant of land through-the squire-.) The, features of the two 





formulae we already know are repeated: first, partly slave¬ 
owning: ■ ’ • ' 

F^r—- 7 Pe . . , 


second, the formula for the* small private-production which 
is, in elementary abstraction, a' non-corvee farming of the 
serf: 




The existence of a worker free frofm personal dependence and' 
from the means of production was the prerequisite for the 
capitalist mode of production. Thus we have the capitalist 
: (C), the owner of M (means of .labour) and 0 .(objects o‘f 

> labour): 

i • ■ 

, Here.we have.reproduced the direct unification of the produc- 
; er-with the • means of production, with the exception of one 
? thing—implementation .of the technological process., For 

this to happen we need the free labour power that is available 
t on the market. The proletarian, owner of his hands and 

\ brains, here stands opposed to the owner of M and 0. The 

I capitalist has to .buy them for-production to commence. From 

f time to time the proletarian {Pr) has to- renew their sale so 

, as to have a minimum of means of existence: 


c<f 

n * 


*1 . * /My 

* 0 ' 

I Although the proletarian, being formally free and indepen- 

| dent of a given single capitalist, sells his ability to work 

| only -for .a period without selling his -person to anyone, he 

is nonetheless bound by the chain of economic dependence 
! to the capitalist class as' a whole. Here lies the non-coin¬ 
cidence and striking similarity of the position of the hired 
j i worker and that of the slave. Marx put it as follows: “The 
i slave belongs to a certain master, the worker must, it is 
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true, sell himself to capital, but not to a definite capitalist, 
and thus within a certain sphere he may choose to whom he 
will sell himself and may change his masters. All these 
changed relations make the activity of a free worker more in¬ 
tensive, more continuous, more mobile and more skilful than 
the activity of a slave, not to mention the fact that they 
make him the most capable of fulfilling another historic 
role .” 1 

Any comparison of capitalism with slave society is some¬ 
times taken as a purely propagandist exercise. It is unlike¬ 
ly that the people who suffe'red at the hands of the nazis 
will soon forget, however, the regeneration of a system 
of forced and inhuman labour; they include the hundreds of 
thousands of deported French, Serbs, Czechs, Poles, Rus¬ 
sians and Ukrainians. The preservation of slave labour in 
former and existing colonies is also well known. 

It may be objected that these examples are uncharacter¬ 
istic of developed capitalist states. And this is true. These 
countries have considerably surpassed many others both in 
their level of production and culture and in the material 
welfare of the employed population. At the same time, 
even the privileged workers who own shares in capitalist 
firms, nonetheless, retain the status of hired slaves. 

The last statement naturally appears paradoxical. It 
lumps together disenfranchised people, those living below 
subsistence level and the shareholders. But there is a simple 
explanation of the paradox. First, the class status of these 
workers does not change qualitatively: the dividend which 
they receive as shareholders serves only to supplement their 
wages and does not obviate the need for them to sell their 
labour power. Second, having begun to receive albeit a 
small income, the worker is gripped by the false conscious¬ 
ness that he is the “boss” of the enterprise and is, therefore, 
less likely to cause trouble; he is more likely to come to 
terms with the entrepreneurs and is markedly more pliant. 
Third, the worker improves- his attitude to work. Fourth, 
he associates his personal plans with the fate of the enter¬ 
prise. All this results fin an erosion of class-consciousness 

1 K. Marx, F. Engels, Archives, Yol. II (VII), Moscow, 1933, 
p. 115 (in Russian). 
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and a loss of clear understanding of the oppositeness of the 
class interest of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. The 
state of being bound to the capitalist class as a whole is 
reinforced by the semi-voluntary establishment of personal 
dependence on large shareholders. The similarity with pre¬ 
vious antagonistic societies increases if we also consider 
the growing possibilities which tie the worker to his workplace. 
All this means that in many, cases a worker sells his labour 
power to a given company for an indefinite period. 

On the basis of the postulated principles of analysis and 
referring further to socialism and communism, one may 
say that the following direct connection between the worker 
and the means of production is typical: 



This formula, however, applies to primitive-communal 
society, to private individual economy and to both phases 
of communist society. We find ourselves in a methodological 
impasse, insofar as we are faced with only inoperable abstract 
formulae. It is clear that their specific usefulness can only 
be found with a different approach. 

If we place together all the formulae so far constructed we 
have the following picture: 



We now have a group whose separate elements seem to 
have various types of interrelations. History seems to be 
playing a game with all manner of permutations of the same 
subjects within the bounds determined by their properties. 
Why in a given period should one permutation be played 
and not another? We have no answer to that question. Con¬ 
sequently, an objective justification for the whole historical 
development {is feeble. In other words, it does not seem to 

















28 


R. KOSOLAPOV 


be a natural historical process. It is, in particular, incom¬ 
prehensible why mankind should lose the formula 



iStamewoA too narrow to help ns move on in onr invest,- 
gation. 

polty by the Now Economic policy; he said that all obje£ 
?ions to this new policy nltimatoly came down to a single 

^hT will gain most by this-the potty bourgeoisie, 

35Se*gSsS3«« 

“^‘annWng twfS^on, Lenin sometimes put forward 

“When the working class has learned Jury when 

aca 

al scale, along state capitalist lines, it will hold, it 1 may 


i V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 235. 
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use the expression, all the trump cards, and' the consolida¬ 
tion of socialism will be assured. 

“In the first place, economically, state capitalism is immea¬ 
surably superior to our present economic system. 

“In the second place, there is nothing terrible in it for 
Soviet power, for the Soviet state is a state in which the 
power of the workers and 'the poor is assured.” 1 

For a relatively long time in reiterating Lenin’s critical 
remarks in relation to Kautsky’s “theory of productive 
forces”, some experts on socialist theory, nonetheless, 
avoided applying the criteria of the state of the productive 
forces in evaluating the level of development of socialist so¬ 
ciety. No one doubted that industry and, above all,, heavy 
industry was the main root of socialism. Yet they did not 
systematically and consistently define all the consequences 
of its development, its influence on the most diverse sec¬ 
tors of social relations—from technology to consumer ser¬ 
vices, nor did they undertake to deduce from this the trends 
in the evolution of the social and political structure of society, 
in the forms of management and democracy, or establish 
the degree of the proximity of Soviet society to communism. 

The Russian Revolution of October 1917 • discredited 
politically the demand (in relation to the beginning of 
the socialist revolution) for a maximum level of the pro¬ 
ductive forces which, according to Kautsky, prevented the 
proletariat of all countries (where the level had not yet 
been reached) from taking power into its own hands. It did 
not imply a rejection of the Marxist principle that both 
evolution and revolution were ultimately dragooned into 
existence by the development of the technology of produc¬ 
tion. This principle operates with particular force as the 
revolution continues: as socialism is being built and as 
the new system matures, when, according to Lenin, politics 
begin to take a subordinate position in relation to economics. 

While Lenin could refer to pre-revolutionary Russia as 
a country in which “we can do nothing without a certain 
level of capitalism”, 2 he referred to post-revolutionary Rus¬ 
sia in terms of the need to..create a productive potential 

1 Ibid., Vol. 27, pp. 338-39. 

2 Lenin Miscellany XI, Moscow-Leningrad, 1929, p. 397 (in 

Russian). , ■ , 
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according to the latest scientific methods, that was capable 

of securing a level of productivity higher than thatund r 

1 -!ainL 8 T coin thought that the maximum which Kautsky 
capitalism. Lenin l tkougnt tn could be attained 

i pSSS had limited itself to the mini- 

te *. buildingof 

socialism But why could we not first create such prereq- 
uis tes ^f'civilisation in our country as the expulsion of 
the landowners and the Russian capitalists, and then start 

m ‘‘If n a g lSt S levef of culture is required for the building 

s" n t° n tc i" 

PeqS^ 

STXand then, with the aid of the workers’ and peas¬ 
ants’ government and the Soviet system, proceed to over- 

ta Some" wrUe r rs na am n iLlined to hasten to the conclusion 

that Lenin departed both from Marxi , s “ “^Tdestroy^d 
earlier ideas of socialism as a system which, having destroyed 
ttip former exploiting productive relations, should retain 
ta SeoTa„“m oToiaUd large-scalemachine 

production. It is nothing more than £Zl£S 

rfmauuearing small-scale producer and the intellectual, 

often unaware through his anarchism of f 118 H'ea^f^co- 
mind to ascribe to Lenin simultaneously the idea of co 
operative” and “market” socialism (usually associated with 

Di 1 h.ri.n 2 f) smd economic pluralism. 

One or another specific aspect in its emergence is given 
out as the eternal truth of Lenin’s concept of socialist society. 
Thev usually try to ascribe to the essence of socialism w 
Ictuallv belong to a merely transitional and far from 
higher form. 0 For example, they refer to periods when it 
completes resolving tasks which were left over from 
capitalist epoch. One sees here the mark of narrow-minded 
empiricism which likes to parade its limitations as something 

universal. 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 33, pp. 480, 478 79. 
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It is principally wrong not to differentiate between Marx 
and his teachings on the one hand, and previous socialists 
and their views on the other, to which Lenin referred in his 
criticism of “the subjective sociology” of the Narodniks. 
Pre-Marxian socialists considered it sufficient to indicate 
the oppression of the people in an exploiting system and the 
superiority of a system in which each person would appro¬ 
priate the products of his labour and which would correspond 
to human nature, the ideal of sensible and moral life. Lenin 
wrote: “Marx found it impossible to content himself with 
such a socialism.... In just the same way he did not find it 
possible to content himself with asserting that only the 
socialist system harmonises with human nature, as was 
claimed by the great utopian socialists and by their wretched 
imitators, the subjective sociologists. By this same objective 
analysis of the capitalist system, he proved the necessity 
of its transformation into the socialist system”. 1 

The hypothesis of historical development expounded] by 
Marx in Capital “for the first time made a scientific soci¬ 
ology possible”, because “only the reduction of social rela¬ 
tions to production relations and of the latter to the level of 
the productive forces, provided a firm basis for the concep¬ 
tion that the development of formations of society is a pro¬ 
cess of natural history.” 2 Marx explained the structure and 
development of the capitalist system “exclusively by rela¬ 
tions of production” and, at the same time, traced the super- 
structural phenomena corresponding to them. The results of 
Marx’s analysis turned historical materialism from a hy¬ 
pothesis into a “scientifically tested theory”. 

For Lenin “it is quite natural that the necessity for such 
a method extends to other social formations, even though 
they have not been subjected to special factual investiga¬ 
tion and detailed analysis—just as the idea of transformism, 
which has been proved in relation to quite a large number 
of facts, is extended to the whole realm of biology, even 
though it has not yet been possible to establish with preci¬ 
sion the fact of their transformation for certain species of 
animals and plants. And just as transformism does not at 


t 

U 


1 Ibid., Vol. 1, pp. 157-58. 

2 Ibid., pp. 140-41. 
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all daim to explain the ‘whole’ history of the formation 
of species, but only to place the methods of this explana¬ 
tion on a scientific basis, so. materialism in history has 
never claimed to explain everything, but merely to ind¬ 
icate 1 the ‘only scientific’, to use Marx’s expression {Capital), 
method of explaining history .” 1 

For the purposes of our exposition, the idea of “transform- 
ism” in history is particularly valuable. If we add it to 
the process of socialist construction in conditions of “the 
reduction of social relations to production relations, and 
of the latter to the level of the productive. forces” 2 , we have 
the only realistic, true and specific concept of the stages 
of' development of socialist society' as a social; organism. 
This idea has already been tried sufficiently in .regard to 
bourgeois society and it is expressed in the idea of the 
primitive accumulation of capital, of the manufacture and the 
industrial, the pre-monopoly and monopoly stages of capi¬ 
talist production, of state-monopoly capitalism. It* is now 
the turn of socialism.' > 

A few decades of development of the new system, provide 
enough material to see historical development of socialist 
society over a period of time as a chain of social structures 
which grow out of one another and are constantly improving 
on the single basis of collective ownership and working class 
power; or, to put it another way, as the emergence of a sin¬ 
gle organism that is progressing by stages from being a child, 
a'sibling and a youth. Within the ' 1 framework of the world 
socialist system this process may be observed, at’ one and 
the same time in the socialist, societies that, exist! alongside 
one another and co-operate with one another;, they differ 
both in profoundly national characteristics and in the, level 
of historical development, passing, through! different, stages 
in building the new society ahd representing different degrees 
of approach to communism 1 . 

Before we apply the only existing scientific way. of.explain¬ 
ing history, according to Marx and Leni,n, it is appropriate 
to recall the manner in which Marx formulated his subject. 

In Capital Marx wrote that “the use and fabrication of 


1 Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 1, p. 146. 

2 Ibid., pp. 140-41. 
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instruments of labour, although existing in the germ among 
certain species of animals, is specifically characteristic of 
the human labour-process, and Franklin therefore defines 
man as a tool-making animal. Relics of bygone instruments 
of labour possess the same importance for the investigation 
of extinct economic forms of Society, as do fossil bones 
for the determination of extinct' species of animals. It is 
not the articles made, but hdw they are made, and by 
what instruments, that enables us to distinguish different 
economic epochs. Instruments of labour not only supply a 
standard of the degree of development to which human 
labour has attained*, but they are also indicators of the 
social conditiQns tinder which that labour is carried on; 
Among the instruments of labour, those of a mechanical 
nature, which, taken as a whole, we may call the bone 
and muscles of production, offer much more decided 
characteristics of a given epoch of production, than 
those which, like pipes, tubs,' baskets, jars, &c., serve only 
to hold the, materials for labour, which latter class, we may 
in a general way, call the vascular system' of production. 
The latter first begins to play an important part in the chem¬ 
ical industries .” 1 ' 

Having tafyen as our starting point “the bone and muscle 
of production”, we cannot begin our analysis without 
having first decided how and in what facets the various means 
of labour will be manifest. The lack of an answer to that 
question has prevented a number of writers from crossing 
the bridge from technology? to social relations, and has 
made, in their eyes, the thesis concerning the primacy of 
the development of the forces of production in the social 
process as some sort of inexplicable divine “spark of life”. 
The consequent conclusion.that social relations are divorced 
from their prime material, basis is a major, although 
remote, pre-condition for making' subjectivist errors. 

From a purely practical point, of view, even from a com¬ 
mon-sense viewpoint, which here coincides with science, 
the means or the tool of labour is significant for human beings 
in three respects: 


1 K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, Moscow, 1972, pp. 175-76. 
3-01290 
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First, in the sense of the nature of its application, the 
conditions of a purely professional manipulation of it by 
whoever implements the labour process. On this basis 
tools may be divided into two categories—tools of individ¬ 
ual use and tools of collective use. The first category, wheth¬ 
er they be an axe, a chisel, a hammer, a bow, a hoe or a 
spade, presupposes by purely external and physical prop¬ 
erties the possibility of adding to them the labour power 
of a single person; this is a tool of manual labour which 
predominates at the premachine stages of production. Here 
lies the principal reason for the disassociation of working 
men from the very beginning in the technological process. 

The prevalence of such tools and types of activity associated 
with them bears witness to the low development of the divi¬ 
sion of labour in society and the isolation of individual pro¬ 
ducers. 

Tools of collective use are a sure sign that direct muscle 
effort is being replaced by the power of domesticated ani- 
mals and controlled natural forces (water, wind, steam and 
electricity) and, depending on progress in discovering and 
mastering power sources, gradually do away with manual 
labour. From the very simple forms, like the battering 
machine, to up-to-date automatic flow lines, these tools 
are links connecting individuals with the single technolo- j 
gical process. • j 

The part they play is most -manifest in industrial pro- ! 
duction which is taking shape 1 under the influence of the 
scientific and technological revolution of the twentieth 
century. < 

Secondly , the tools of labour differ from one another j 
according to their productivity which is objectively deter- j 
mined by their properties. No matter how skilful a crafts¬ 
man may be who applies them, the limits to his potential | 
are always set by the technology applied. From this view- > 
point tools once again can either strictly determine the need j i 
for common activity and th'e joining together of people in If 
clans, or permit labour in isolation and the possibility I 
of a person securing the means of existence outside the 
organised group and from an individual economy. On that 
basis all means of labour, naturally, fall into those requir¬ 
ing a collective organisation of labour and individual means 
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of labour. Such a classification has several important, char- 
■acteristics. 

One characteristic is that there is only a semblance of 
coincidence with the previous classification of tools accord¬ 
ing to nature of use. Tools of individual use made of stone, 
bone or wood were so unproductive that they were orirly 
effective when people came together in large groups. If we 
put aside the mystification arid romantic descriptions about 
the primitive group, its power was based on the weakness of 
individuals and families that had at their disposal only 
primitive means of labour. The transition to the smelting 
tif metals—first bronze and then iron—and to their use as 
the basic material of tools undermined the foundations 
of the communal life and paved the way for its Inevitable 
demise. Metal tools remained tools of individual use and, 
at the same time, guaranteed higher productivity and extend¬ 
ed the limits of individual talents. That is why they were 
able to serve as the basis of an individual rather than a col¬ 
lective organisation of labour. 

The second characteristic of the above-mentioned classi¬ 
fication is that only a group of 'tools whose productivity 
makes it possible to have an economy separate from thd 
commune’ is more or less similar. A small farmer, husband¬ 
man or artisan constitutes very stable types of producers 
whose economy has existed for thousands of years—from 
the slave-owning system to socialism. Meanwhile, the class 
of means of labour which presuppose its collective organisa¬ 
tion, in turn, consists bf two subclasses: collective organisa¬ 
tion arises first on the basis of extremely unproductive 
primitive tools, and the second time is reinforced on the 
basis of highly productive machine production using mrfdern 
technology. A similar organisation on diametrically opposed 
foundations! A negation of the negation, 'bfit without a 
repetition of the form. 

Thirdly, the tools of labour may be sribdivided according 
to how the worker is- associated with them. If he partici¬ 
pates on an equal footing with other workers in the owner-’ 
ship of the means of production, we have tools of collective’ 
possession, direct appropriation by a labour association of 
the means, objects and products of labour. On the other 
hand, if one individual is the owner and another is the work- 

3* 
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er, we have private or individual appropriation and the 
worker’s association with means of labour which cannot be 
but direct in the technological process is indirect in the 
economic sense. We, therefore, have two basic classes rela¬ 
tively indifferent to other properties of the tools. It is true 
that at first glance the harmony of this classification is 
spoilt because there exists a small individual economy in 
which the owner works himself with his family without 
taking on other labour power. In this situation, however, it 
is clear that the status of the head of the family and that of 
its members are different in regard to their, economic connec¬ 
tion with the means of production; this form of produc¬ 
tion, therefore, historically has a tendency towards becoming 
a capitalist form, that is to become the second of the above- 
mentioned groups. 

A fleeting acquaintance with the principles of the classi¬ 
fication of “bone and muscle production” may .produce mere¬ 
ly confusion and judgements about the poverty of the 
abstractions at which we have arrived. But one should not 
make hasty final conclusions. The general abstract concepts 
are rather like standard constructions from which we may 
produce diverse combinations. 

If we turn to the sources of human history, we, find there, 
labour that is individual (I) by the nature of the utilisa¬ 
tion of tools, collective (or common) due to low productiv¬ 
ity (C) and collective by the nature of appropriation (C): 
The formula for primitive society I—C—C is inherently 
contradictory in that collectivity is .not being stimulated by 
the collective nature of the technological process and, as expe¬ 
rience shows, is inevitably destined to fade away. 

Its decomposition may take two forms. The first leads 
to the organisation of labour and a form of ownership in 
accordance with the individual nature of the use of tools; 
this produces a small owner to whom we have already re¬ 
ferred several times: I — I — I. 

The second belongs to the slave-owning economy which 
invariably follows from the commune, and which has an 
individual method of using tools, and a collective orga¬ 
nisation of labour due to low productivity, but changes 
the mode of appropriation which becomes private or 
individual: I—C — I. ' 
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The same formula retains its validity in the feudal econ¬ 
omy. Apart from corvee labour on manorial lands, however, 
the peasant appears to be virtually free on his own land, 
according to the formula: /—/—/, so that overall the for¬ 
mula of feudalism consists of two halves: (/— C —/)- 
{I—I—I), and this duality, as we have mentioned already, 
destroys it. 

Capitalism is the forerunner of a new system that is basi¬ 
cally different. This is apparent because for the first time 
in history it secures the mass reconstruction of social labour on 
a machine foundation—on the basis of tools that permit only 
collective use. 

It is precisely under capitalism that the contradiction is 
glaringly apparent between the collectively exploited means 
of labour 'and its collective organisation, on the one hand, 
and the individual appropriation of the means of objects 
of labour and its results, on the other ( C—C—l ). 

In The German Ideology Marx and Engels wrote that “our 
investigation hitherto started from the instruments of pro¬ 
duction, and it has already shown that private property 
was a necessity for certain industrial stages. In industrie 
extractive private property still coincides' with labour; 
in small industry and all agriculture up till now property, 
is the necessary consequence of the existing instruments of 
production; in big industry the contradiction between the 
instrument of production and private property appears for 
the first time and is the product of big industry; moreover, 
big industry must be highly developed to produce this 
contradiction. And thus only with big industry does the 
abolition of private property become possible.” 1 This gives 
us the formula C — C — C. In other words, once collectivity 
■begins to permeate the technological application of means of 
labour, all the means of production should become common prop¬ 
erty. That dynamic law is just as necessary as the progress 
of technology and cognition which inevitably prepares the 
way for the communist future. 

Now we have the following formulae (the symbols are 
presented vertically): 


1 K. Marx and F. Engels, The Qerman Ideology, Moscow, 1968, 
pp. 82-83, 
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By contrast to the formulae drawn earlier when we took 
into account only the economic structure of the forces of 
production and ignored their technical characteristics, these 
new formulae contain specific differences for each of the 
social formations and provide a symbolic “description” of 
the main trend in historical development. Again we see 
taking place what we have already observed: history plays 
out all the combinations, exhausting all the possibilities 
presented in them, and then, on the basis of the accutnulat- 
ed wealth of material and spiritual culture, performs a 
qualitative leap forming an essentially new material and 
technological basis of social progress. “Within'the bounds of 
the whole planet,” writes G. N. Volkov, “communism be¬ 
comes not only a social, political and economic requirement, 
but also a technological need of our epoch 


1 G. N. Volkov, The Sociology of Science, Moscow, 1968, p. 323 
(in Russian). 
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III 


SOCIALISM: ESSENTIAL 
AND MANIFEST FEATURES 


The new social structure that replaces capitalism was 
described by the founders of scientific communism as em'anat- 
ing exclusively from the economic law of the development 
of capitalist society itself. According to Lenin, the inevi¬ 
table arrival of socialism, whose distinguishing characteristic 
is that the means of production change from being privately 
owned to commonly owned, is the natural culmination of 
the process of technological and organisational socialisation 
of industrial labour which takes place in capitalist countries 
in a thousand forms. 

The development of large-scale production, on the one 
hand, increasingly demonstrates the redundancy of the 
bourgeoisie (and all exploiting classes for that matter), 
which replaces itself in the production process by a stratum 
of hired managers. On the other hand, it leads to a growth 
in the number and skill of the working class, to the inclu¬ 
sion in its composition of ever new groups of people of phys¬ 
ical and mental labour. A situation objectively occurs 
where the working class “economically dominates the centre 
and nerve of the entire economic system of capitalism, 
... expresses economically and politically the real interests of 
the overwhelming majority of the working people”. 1 It, 
therefore, follows that the working class can and must take 
over the organisation of production and, together with that, 
the organisation of all social life, Being “the intellectual and. 
moral motive force and the physical executor of this trans- 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 30, p. 274. 
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formation” 1 the proletariat implements this in a fierce class 
struggle with the bourgeoisie, attracting to its side the 
many millions of exploited people and gaining political 
power. 

Lenin indicated precisely the aim and the essence of 
socialism: “the transfer of the land, factories, etc., in gener¬ 
al, of all the means of production, to the ownership of the 
whole of society and the replacement of the capitalist mode 
of production by production according to a common plan in 
the interests of all members of society....” 2 He considered the 
formula provided by Plekhanov, “...‘the planned organisa¬ 
tion of the social process of production so as to satisfy the 
needs of society as a whole, as well as its individual mem¬ 
bers’”, 3 as unfeasible. “That is not enough”, he said. Orga¬ 
nisation of that kind will, perhaps, be provided even by the 
trusts.” 4 Lenin goes on to say: “It would be more definite to 
say ‘by society as a whole' (for this covers planning and indi¬ 
cates who is responsible for that planning), and not merely 
to satisfy the needs of its members, but with the object of 
ensuring full well-being and free, all-round development for 
all the members of society.” 5 In Lenin’s work socialism is 
portrayed as a system of social relations which is conscious-* 
ly optimised in accordance with cognised laws of devel¬ 
opment of society, with resources which the given society 
possesses and with which it, therefore, aims to satisfy the 
mounting material and spiritual requirements of the popu- 
lclCG 

Soon after the October Revolution, Lenin said: Social¬ 
ism is the society that grows -directly out of capitalism, it is 
the first form of the new society. Communism is a higher 
form of society, and can only develop when socialism has 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, p. 71. 

2 Ibid., Yol. 4, p. 275. 

3 Ibid., Vol. 6, p. 54. 

4 It is relevant to remember in this connection that in nis notes 
on the first draft programme of Plekhanov, Lenin was against the 
vulgar notion that the proletariat owned nothing but his labour 
power: “The proletariat possesses’ certain articles of consumption 
(and partly means of production too)”. (V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, 

Yol. 6, p. 19.) „ 

5 v. I. Lenin, Collected IVorfcs, Vol. 6, p. 54, 
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become firmly established. Socialism implies work without 
the aid of the capitalists, socialised labour with strict ac¬ 
counting, control and supervision by the organised vanguard, 
the advanced section of the working people; the measure of 
labour and remuneration fod it must be fixed.” 1 

Lenin imagined socialism as an integral,' live and devel¬ 
oping organism. In his words, “infinitely mendacious is 
the ordinary bourgeois conception of socialism as something 
lifeless, rigid, fixed once and for all, whereas in reality 
only socialism will be the beginning of a rapid, genuine, 
truly mass forward movement, embracing first the majority 
and then the whole of the population, in all spheres of public 
and private life”. 2 

, Like Marx, Lenin viewed the birth of, the new society 
out of the old as a natural historical process which; affer 
the socialist revolution, acquired a vital new characteristic: 
it was no longer spontaneous, but began increasingly to 
be determined by the scientifically organised and purpose¬ 
fully directed-activity of the people. In consistently applying 
the Marxist materialist dialectics, Lenin treated the evolu¬ 
tion of the socialist system as a natural scientist would 
treat the development of a -new biological species. Follow¬ 
ing in Marx’s- footsteps, “instead of scholastically invent¬ 
ed, ‘concocted’ definitions and fruitless disputes over words 
(What is socialism? What is communism?)”, he demanded 
“an objective analysis of what might be called the stages of 
the economic maturity of communism”. 3 

When Lenin compared the social state of a country during 
the proletarian dictatorship with “metal that is being melted 
to prepare a more stable alloy”, 4 he defined the principal 
traits of socialism at the next stage of its tnaturity and 
directly preceding the communist stage: to underpin all 
economic sectors with an up-to‘ J date technological base and 
to turn agricultural labour into a form of industrial labour; 


1 Ibid., Vol. 30, p. 284. 

2 Ibid,, Vol. 25, p. 472. 

3 Ibid., Vol. 25, p. 471. Cf. Engels’ words: “The so-called ‘so¬ 
cialist society’ is not anything immutable. Like all other social forma¬ 
tions, it should be conceived - in a state’of constant flux and change.” 
(K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, Moscow, p. 485.) 

4 V* I. Lenin, Collected Works , Vol. 27, p. 218, 
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to outdo capitalism in labour productivity first using simi¬ 
lar equipment and then on the scale of the whole of the 
economy; to adapt flexibly the work of all institutions of 
working people “in the way th,at large-scale machine indus¬ 
try should work”... 1 , to secure a standard of satisfaction 
of spiritual, cultural and social as well as of material and 
physical requirements of the people as a whole and of each 
individual that is higher than that achieved by capitalism. 

Lenin foresaw that progress towards this stage would 
take a long time; he maintained that “even the more devel¬ 
oped generation of the immediate future will hardly achieve 
the complete transition to socialism”. 2 This transition be¬ 
came the purpose of the everyday activity of the generations 
of people born under Soviet power and the peoples of the 
socialist states who are tackling the contemporary scientific 
and technological revolution and are building the material 
and technological base of communism. 

Socialism did not spring ready armed from capitalism 
like Athene from the head of Zeus. Therefore, it would be 
merely an abstract comparison of capitalism and socialism 
to use for the latter’s description only the formula—the 
collective technology of labour, its collective organisation 
and collective appropriation (C—C—C) without supple¬ 
menting and specifying this in any way, without being 
absolutely clear about the forms and stages of transition 
from one to the other. Lenin wrote that “the teachers of 
socialism spoke of a whole period of transition from capi- 
| talism to socialism and emphasised the ‘prolonged birth- 
! pangs’ of the new society. And* this new society is again an 
! abstraction which can come into- ibeing only bypassing 
through a series of varied, imperfect concrete attempts- to 
create this or that socialist state.” 3 
i Suffice it to say that when .it established the dictatorship 
| of the working class, no socialist state had the first G, nor¬ 
mally conditioned by the machine nature of labour, which 
held undivided sway, and in the majority of cases it was 
not even dominant. That meant that the socialist system 
began to develop with a technology that corresponded' to it 

‘ 1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, p. 212, 

2 Ibid., p. 301. 
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only in a few branches of the economy, while elsewhere a 
technology existed which largely corresponded to private- 
pwnership relations. 

The Russian economy immediately after the Revolution 
constituted a mosaic consisting of five forms of economic 
structure: a) the patriarchal, i.e., to a large, extent a peasant 
natural economy; b) a .petfy commodity production (that 
included the majority of peasants who sold their grain); 
c) private economy of capitalism; d) state capitalism; and 
e) a socialist economy. The productive forces, the technology 
and organisation of production which were being prepared 
for socialist public ownership were, apart from the fifth 
category, in the fourth and, to a relatively minor degree, 
in the third categories. The third was largely, and- the first 
and second wholly, based on means of labour of individual 
use, i.e., all three used manual labour rather than machine 
labour, and they predominated throughout the country. 

We, therefore, have the following types: 

1. C—C—C (nationalised industry); 

2. I—C—C (state and co-operative socialist economy pro¬ 
visionally served by the technology of manual labour); 

3. C—C—I (state-capitalist and partly private capitalist 
enterprises); 

4. I—C—I (private capitalist enterprises and rich farmer 
economy); 

5. I — I—I (a peasant economy without hired agricultural 
labourers). 

In these circumstances the first and second forms existed 
at the same socialist enterprises, and the third and fourth 
for ms existed at the same capitalist undertakings. Such was 
the typical picture of the transitional period. The dictator¬ 
ship of the working class was the only possible political 
structure then. Economically, it- meant the spreading in t-he 
economy of the form C — C—C and the exclusion of all the 
other enumerated forms from all sectors. The degree of 
proximity to a solution of this task serves as an objective 
criterion of the extent of the socialist maturity of society. 

Lenin wrote: “The most difficult task in the sharp turns 
and changes of social life is that of taking due account of 
the peculiar features of each transition. How socialists should 
fight within a capitalist society is not a difficult problem 

































44 


R. KOSOLAPOV 


and has long since been settled. Nor is it difficult to visu¬ 
alise advanced socialist society. This problem has also been 
settled. But the most difficult task of all is how, in practice, 
to effect the transition from the* old, customary, familiar 
capitalism to the new socialism, as yet unborn and without 
any firm foundations. At best this transition will take many 
years, in the course of which our policy will be divided into 
a number of even smaller stages. And the whole difficulty 
of the task which falls to our lot, the whole difficulty of 
politics and the art of politics, lies in the ability to take 
into account the specific tasks of each of these transitions. 

Two axioms are especially important to us from this 

Leninist' judgement. ’ . , 

The first axiom is that it is easy to imagine a developed 
socialist society (for those who today make out that they 
do not recognise its characteristics, let us note that Lenin 
was speaking about this at the first session of the All-Rus¬ 
sia Central Executive Committee on February 2, 1920). 

The second axiom is that the whole problem is that one 
"must consider the distinguishing features of each stage, 
primarily the present stage, i.e., the stage of transitions 

mature socialism. . 

It is my belief that reference to the first axiom is relevant 
Simply because notions of mature socialist society, which 
were given by contemporaries of Lenin without special 
difficulty, have today received so many versions that it is 
extremely difficult to see the original notion. The notion 
lias been emasculated by both Ldft-wing and Right-wing 
revisionists and representatives ’df’ innumerable schools of 
non-Marxist socialism which have sprung up in the last two 

decades * 

In regard to the second axiom, it is a reference to the 
need for observing a measure in defining the stage of devel¬ 
opment that we have reached afid its possibilities which 
cannot either be minimised or exaggerated. Lenin was per¬ 
fectly clear in his caveat 'to revolutionaries on possible 
miscalculations: “We are afraid to look the ‘vulgar truth’ 
squarely in the face, and too often yield to ‘exalting decep¬ 
tion’. We keep repeating that ‘we’ are passing fr'om capi- 


1 Y, f. J,enm, Collected V^orhs, Yol. 30, pp. 330-31, 
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talism to socialism, but do not bother to obtain a distinct 
picture of the ‘We’.” 1 The entire experience of fhe Soviet 
Communist Party and the Soviet state confirms that social¬ 
ism urgently needs precise and regular self-analysis and 
comprehensive self-cognition if only because it is a society 
run on scientific lines. Self-analysis and self-cognition make 
it possible both to av<?id a subjective setting of unfeasible 
tasks and to display sufficient boldness in regard to issues 
whose resolution has objectively matured. Lenin wrote: 
“Our strength lies in complete 1 clarity apd the sober consid¬ 
eration of all the existing class magnitudes, both Russian 
and international; and in the inexhaustible energy, iron 
resolve and devotion in struggle that arise from this.” 2 

The theoretical picture of mature socialism formed by 
Marx, Engels and Lenin presupposes a number of basically 
complete social and economic processes. Above all, these 
include, the process of universal machine production and a 
higher level of cultural and technical qualifications of 
workers, associated with machine production, the gradual 
exclusion of unqualified manual labour, the process of the 
technological and organisational socialisation of the econo¬ 
my and its centralisation. 

Given such prerequisites, the period of proletarian dicta¬ 
torship is of necessity short-lived, for its majqr and, in 
essence, its only action would be to transform the means 
of production from private ownership to collective ownership 
(as well as the .associated measure of arranging a collective 
accounting and control.fop measuring labour and supply and 
introducing individual .distribution of products depending 
on the quantity and quality of invested labour). Engels 
wrote: “The first act by virtue,of which the state reaily con¬ 
stitutes itself the representative- of the whole of society— 
the taking possession of the, means of production in the 
name of society—this is, at the same time, its last indepen¬ 
dent act as a state.” 3 

■This- logical conclusion, in, regard to the establishment 
of the new formation expresses its law as such. In the life¬ 
time of the founders of scientific communism and in the pre- 

1 Ibid., Vol. 32, p. 349. 

2 Ibi(l., p. 361. 

3 F. Engels, Anti-Duhring, Moscpw, 1969, p..333. 
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What Marx said did 1 not apply only to capitalism. For 
example, socialism, as it arose and develops in several states 
historically, has to resolve those social problems whose 
resolution is essentially a preliminary condition for its 
emergence. They include industrialisation, the conversion 
of agricultural labour into a form of industrial work, elec¬ 
trification in production and in domestic use, the abolition 
of illiteracy, universal urbanisation and the creation of a 
large modern communication network. Logically, these are 
tasks of capitalism; they have generally been resolved in 
advanced imperialist states. 

At the same time, in that part of the world where the 
pre-revolutionary level of social and' economic development 
was lower than in the West, socialism is frequently 
obliged to make up for the deficiencies of capitalism. The 
mission of the proletarian dictatorship is thereby” consi¬ 
derably complicated and extended; it goes far beyond the 
bounds of the socialisation of the means of production 
as forecast by Engels. This does not mean Engels ‘was 
wrong. His forecast is relevant to the industrial states of 
Western Europe and North America, insofar as the work¬ 
ing class, as a result of the development of state-monopoly 
capitalism, receives a production apparatus as a result of 
the revolution which is virtually already formed- and adapted 
for administering a socialised economy. The working people 
of the West whill not have to equalise the levels of economic 
development of the various regions in their countries nor 
iron out the many different layers of the economy, nor spfeiid 
years on overcoming lack of culture and the very great 
discrepancies between town and country. The history of 
proletarian dictatorship will here basically coincide With 
the logic of scientific forecast. 

Let us now turn from future socialist revolution tb so¬ 
cialism as it arose. Five* nibnths after the October Revolu- 
tidh Lenin wrote that tlussfia Was in a situation where a 
whole number of essential prerequisites existed for the tran¬ 
sition from capitalism to socialism: “On the other hand, 
(Jhite a number of these preconditions are absent in our 
noun try, but can be borrowed by it fairly easily from the 
experience of the neighbouring, far more advanced coun¬ 
tries, whom history and international intercourse have long 
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tions of socialist co-operation and any memory of it, finding 

S in the slogan “relying on their own resources” a convenient 
■disguise for nationalistic schemes and a breakaway from 
! the world socialist community. 

The second error in the notion of “relying on their own 
resources” is that, in 'appealing to the popular conscience 
S .and advocating a responsible attitude of the nation to 
building socialism, the concept at the base of the internal 
and foreign policy of the state can only, in the circumstances 
of China and states like it, cause socialism to stagnate. 

The present policy has not brought China anything worth¬ 
while. It has only isolated her from the socialist world, 
hampered her economic development, brought succour to 
imperialism and facilitated her aggressive actions. As 
t the Chinese example illustrates today, the self-isolation of 
* a country from its natural allies can only deform both its 
foreign policy and its internal situation. Socialism in the 
Chinese People’s Republic can only develop successfully 
and attain mature forms if its internal conditions are com¬ 
bined, integrated and intertwined with international condi¬ 
tions. What the Peking leadership has at its disposal at the 
present stage is a gigantic social and economic form of so¬ 
cialism which still has to be filled with industrial, technolog¬ 
ical, organised, scientific and cultural content. If this is 
iheld up for many years, the very existence of that form is 
threatened, inasmuch as it cannot be maintained forever only 
and mainly by the support of political factors—such as 
‘government, armies and propaganda—while it, naturally, 

| tends to be brought in line- with the existing forces of pro¬ 
duction. 

| In May 1918, Lenin wrote in his article “‘Left-Wing’ 

1 Childishness and Petty-Boiifgeois, Mentality”, that “today, 
only a blind man could fail to see that we have nationalised, 
confiscated, beaten dowrt and put down more than we have 
, had time to count. The difference between socialisation and 
simple confiscation is that confiscation can be carried out 
by ‘determination’ alone, without the ability to calculate 
, ; and distribute properly, tvhereas socialisation cannot be 

I ^brought about without this ability” } 

1 Ibid., Vol. 27, p. 334. 
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i Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 18, S. 426, 
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although expenditure on its production is evidently 
known. 1 


The estimated overall Cost of the Chinese nuclear pro¬ 
gramme for 1957-64 is sometimes put at $ 2,500 million, while 
current nuclear expenditure is put at $ 470 million,per annum. 
Some scholars have estimated that investment of such capi¬ 
tal into civil spheres could ha-ve secured one of the follow¬ 
ing targets: 

— a doubling in the generation of electricity (by com¬ 
parison with 1963); 

■ an increase in steel production by 25 per cent; 

a doubling in oil output (by comparison with 1963)"; 
the satisfaction of the minimum requirement of agri¬ 
culture for chemical fertilisers which at present has less 
than a quarter of its requirements. The American expert 
James V. Barnett has estimated that by spending $ 2,500 mil¬ 
lion on the manufacture of the atom bombs and not oil the 
chemical industry, the Peking leaders have doomed millions 
of Chinese to starvation; 

— the creation of a level of paper productio’n which would 
enable the country to receive $ 2,500 million every year for 
its paper exports. 

By diverting the Economy from the aim of socialist pro¬ 
duction, i.e., by lending a blatantly irrational character to 
the account and control over the production and distribu¬ 
tion of products, the Chinese leaders are actually blocking 
the possibilities and advantages of socialism. Experience 
shows that the problem of higher productivity, which Lenin 
considered ultimately the principal issue for the new system 
to be successful, cannot in China be resolved normally. 
Because the Chinese leaders have infringed upon interna¬ 
tional socialist solidarity, they have consciously or-uncon¬ 
sciously reduced the degree of socialisation, intensified for¬ 
mal elements in it and put socialism at risk. Public owner¬ 
ship which, due to the assistance of socialist states, consid¬ 
erably forestalled the development of its internal basis— 
the productive forces—has vegetated and been deprived of 
opportunities for manifesting its lofty social and humane 


.. ». riaiiiari, w uuuim aiomique. (Je qu'elle a coute a 
I agriculture et a 1 Industrie . En La documentation francaise. Articles 
et documents. 15 mars 1968, Numero O. 1895, pp. 21-26. 
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1 Marx, Engels, Archives, Vol. II, p. 91. 

2 Ibid. 
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complicated the process of their actual socialisation turns 
out to be, the more grounds there are for differentiating 
between the actual socialisation, on the one hand, aodi the 
preliminary approaches to' it and the formal and legal mea¬ 
sures taken by the new government, on the other. 

Marx pointed out that with such a great shift as the subor¬ 
dination of labour to capital there may well not be an essen¬ 
tial change in the real mode of the process of labour or the 
actual process of production straightaway. Just the oppo¬ 
site. It is perfectly possible for capital initially to subordi¬ 
nate to itself the prevalent process of labour, i.e., for exam¬ 
ple, artisan labour or small-scale peasant farming corre¬ 
sponding to it. 

The fact that labour becomes more intensive or labour 
time increases and that, under the gaze of an interested 
capitalist it becomes more orderly, by itself does not yet 
alter the nature of the process of labour or the actual mode 
of work. It is a different matter in the circumstances of a 
specifically capitalist mode (labour on a large scale), which 
revolutionises the mode and real nature of the whole process 
of work. It is in contrast to this labour transformed by capi¬ 
tal that Marx calls the subordination of the mode of pro¬ 
duction (which had developed before the emergence of the 
capitalist relation) the last formal subordination of labour 
to capital . 1 

Marx, refers to theXscale on which this labour occurs' as 
one of 'the distinguishing features of work which is subordi¬ 
nate to capital if only in a formal sense and differs from its 
previous state. He writes that, “what, for example, on the 
basis of the workshop mode of production is regarded as the 
maximum (for example, in relation to the sum total ol : 
submasters), can hardly comprise the minimum for the 
capitalist relation ... this expansion of the scale forms the 
actual basis on which arises^ the specifically capitalist labour 

production in other favourable historical circumstances_ ” 2 

It is scarcely necessary to emphasise the importance of the 
increased scale of social labour for a system which replaces 
capitalism, that is socialism. 


1 Ibid., p. 93. 

2 Ibid., p. 95. 
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1 Marx, Engels, Archives, p. 119. 

2 Ibid., p. 121. 

3 Ibid., p. 99. 
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, Only such forces of production can form the' material' 

t and technical basis and a scientific and technological poten¬ 
tial from which, after the revolutionary replacement of 
private by public ownership, the economic foundation of' 
socialist society directly grows. Only such forces of produc¬ 
tion-after the working people led by the working class 
have come to power without dallying at the stage of nation¬ 
alisation and formal-legal socialisation—can be socialised 
comparatively rapidly. Lenin considered that state capital-' 
ism, permitted on certain conditions by the proletarian 
dictatorship, was incomparably closer to socialism than 
the small ownership and private capitalist elements, while 
state-monopoly capitalism was the most complete material 
| preparation for socialism and its precursor. 1 2 3 
1 How then would socialist revolution take place in coun¬ 
tries where only conditions have matured on a mass scale 
for a formal subordination of labour to capital, where the 
actual subordination had occurred in a small part of the. 
economy? Would not it be better to continue to develop 
capitalism in order to create the cultural and technological, 
prerequisites for socialism? 

The experience of successfully building socialism in the 
USSR and several People’s Democracies provides an un-. 
qualified negative answer to the latter question. 

The solution lies in nationalising industry and eollectiv 1 
ising petty-commodity production] along with the com-, 
pulsory condition of conducting them on a single higher: 
contemporary technological level on the basis of domprehen-*. 
sive electrification and mechanisation of production pfo-' 
cesses, the universal introduction of a rational organisation 
of labour and management, and a rapid improvement in .the J 

cultural and technological level of workers; We underline 
the compulsory nature of this cohdition because it is some*-, 
times forgotten or regarded merely as secondary. J 

The Chinese leaders in the mid-1950s thought that turn- 
ing the means of production into collective ownership 
would be enough to bring the transitional period to an end, I 


1 See Lenin’s “The Impending Catastrophe and How to Combat 
*> It”, “‘Left-Wing’ Childishness and Petty-Bourgeois Mentality” and 
“On the Food Tax”.. _ , , .. . . < 
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to bring the superstructure into line with the basis and go 
over directly to building communism. The fact that during 
the 1960s, China gave way to the opposite idea (of extend¬ 
ing the stage of socialism with features of the transition I 
period for decades and even centuries), only goes to show 
that an important link had dropped out of the theoretical 
analysis in both cases. 

Lenin wrote: “The workers having grown out of the in¬ 
fancy when they could have been misled by Left phrases 
or petty-bourgeois loose thinking, are advancing towards 
socialism ... through the capitalist management of trusts 
tWgh gigantic machine industry, through enterprises, 
which have a turnover of several millions per year only 
through such a system of production and such enterprises. 

Socialism is impossible unless it makes use of the achieve¬ 
ments of the engineering and cuLure created by large- 
scale capitalism.... Only those are worthy of the name ot 
Communists who understand that it is impossible to create 
or introduce socialism without learning from the organisers 
of the trusts. For socialism is not a figment of the imagina¬ 
tion, but the assimilation and application by the proletar- 
ian vanguard, which has seized power, of what has been 

created by the trusts.” 1 . , , . , 

The only addition to these words of Lenm s which expe¬ 
rience has subsequently produced and which would have 
significance for the Chinese leaders is that they could make 
use of the experience of socialist management already accum¬ 
ulated in the Soviet Union and other fraternal countries, 
instead of borrowing the experience of the capitalist manage¬ 
ment of large-scale production. For the rest the P rob * e ™ 
remains the same. The party that directs socialisation where 
forms of labour predominate,.which had g>rown up only before 
their formal subordination to ' capital , should display 
care to see that this socialisation loses its formal character with 

tim The absence of 'suitable productive forces and culture, 
the associated problem of an insufficient intensity of so¬ 
cial relations do not permit the advantages of socialist owner- 


1 V. I. Lenin, 


Collected-Works, Vol. 27, pp.. 349,‘ 350.i 
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’ ship to he demonstrated' fully over private ownership. To 
illustrate this point one,may say that the primitive technol¬ 
ogy of artisan production, which, naturally, does not pre- 
i suppose an extensive application of science, is too small 
i within the shell of socialist appropriation. Public ownership 
'l in this situation means allowing for growth, The most 
j’ reliable way to consolidate public ownership lies in creating 
'! large-scale industrial and scientific and technological poten- 

,[ tial. Conversely, the quickest way to destroy it is to pre- 

L vent or even undermine this potential. 

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union displayed its 
t keen' awareness of'this issue' in the early 1930s when it 
warned about the danger ’of exaggerating and canonising 
the collective farms as a socialist form of farming for “which 
\ correct management, ptope'r planning and their conversion 
j into model agricultural undertakings had allegedly been 

'! guaranteed beforehand. 

, The collective farm is a socialist form of economic organi¬ 

sation just as the Soviets are a socialist form of political 
organisation. Both the collective farms and the Soviets are 
, the supreme attainment of the October Revolution and of 
the working class. But they represent only a form of organi¬ 
sation, it is true, a socialist form, but only a form of orga¬ 
nisation. Everything depends’on the type of content which 
will be given to that form. 

Looking at the political aspect from the Leninist point of 
view, the collective farms, like the Soviets, should be taken 
as a form of organisation, as a weapon and only as a weapon. 
That weapon could in certain circumstances be turned against 
the revolution. The probability of this use of socialisa¬ 
tion in both economic and political respects is apparent 
in present-day China. The lengthy manipulation there of 
forms of public ownership without them being imbued 
with a corresponding industrial and cultural content, the 
manipulation only with the aim of accumulating material 
resources in interests alien to the people and to socialism 
is the petty-bourgeois utilisation of forms of socialist econom J 
ic organisation which has become fact. This fact' has to be- 
faced and has to be appreciated, bearing in mind that petty-, 
bourgeois nationalist reaction is eager to become a source 
of international tension today,) alongside -imperialism. 
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A political leader who makes the authoritative statement 
that “socialist changes in regard to property have basically 
been completed” should first be asked whether the process 
of socialisation of the economy really has been completed and 
whether it has been plit at the servide of the working people. 

In regard to China one should bear in mind that the creation 
of public ownership brought economic relation's into accord 
with the level and nature only of part o'f the productive 
forces, precisely those that were created in capitalist machine 
production. For the rest, socialisation resulted in a lack 
of accord; the productive forces based oh routine technology 
turned out to be lagging behind, on this occasion not the 
production and economic relations. Historically, it was 
precisely these forces that now had to be brought up to the 
level of the new economic organisation. 

When labour is actually subordinate to capital (as in 
advanced capitalist states), socialisation has a single 
“ anthological ” direction j i.6., to confirm and consolidate 
public ownership with all the socio-economic consequences 
that follow (from a shift in the purpose of production to 
shifts in cultural policy). 

The situation is more complex when labour is both actu¬ 
ally and formally subordinated to capital (as in moderately 
developed capitalist states, like Russia of 1917, and a num¬ 
ber of Latin American states taday): alongside the direction 
mentioned above, there exists a second tfend, when national¬ 
isation serves not as a consequence but a prerequisite for 
the creation of socialist productive'fofces. 

This last task may not be reSolvbd immediately. A certain 
period must pass while socialisation that is formal in part 
of the economy must becorfie rCal through industrialisation 
and cultural revolution, and the country will become a com¬ 
pletely advanced socialist state. 

Finally, if because of its ‘backwardness the country con¬ 
tains a formal subordination of labour to capital or it retains 
vestiges of pre-capitalist structure that have not had time 
to grow into a system of capitalist economy, the completion ot 
socialist changes will not necessarily follow from the popular 
government confirming public ownership. On the contrary,, 
only from that moment can 'they really develop extensively 
and. in depth.- Although the 'pbvious transitional period- 
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associated with the abolition of private property and resolu¬ 
tion of the problem of “who will win” in favour of the work¬ 
ing people may have ended, the process of socialisation 
may, nonetheless, continue. Formally subordinate or not 
yet subordinate labour may be socialised in the initial period 
only in a formal way- *One more stage is necessary before 
socialist productive forces and culture can enter the frame of 
socialist ownership. This stage of pre-industrial which be¬ 
comes industrial, i.e., mature socialism, may be termed “the 
hidden transitional period ’'—although it is hidden only from 
Left-wing revisionists. 

In recent literature the distinction seems to have been* 
lost between countries that are still tackling the transition 
from capitalism to socialism and-those that have already 
completed the transition. Both types are called socialist, 
thereby giving them a political description in regard to 
their aim arid not necessarily their specific state. This 
phenomenon is hardly explained by the basically correct but 
inherently unconvincing formula: “The socialism constructed 
in the Soviet Union on the basis of two forms of public 
ownership is the typical and classical form of socialism. 
This socialism is being built in all the People’s Democracies. 
If anyone were to invent a pure socialism and study the laws 
of its development, they Would stand aside from those tasks 
which' our society is presently resolving at the stage of grad¬ 
ual transition from socialism to communism.” 1 

At first glance it may appear that such a categorical' 
statement was dictate'd by harsh demands of life or that 
a thorough acquaintance, with revolutionary practice stands 
behind it. The situation, alas, is rathef different. The frater¬ 
nal parties, having takeri upon themselves responsibility 
for directing the construction of the new society, of course, 
borrow much that is [useful .from each other’s experience 
and cannot discharge their duty properly without correlat¬ 
ing their experience. This by no means obviates, rather it 
underlines, the need ultimately [to compare periodically 
all the [specific historical societies building socialism with 
“pure .socialism”, with the theoretically [anticipated new 


1 The Law of Value and Its Rule Under Socialism. Moscow. 1959, 
p. 34 (in Russian). . - ■ . , 
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system in Marx’s Capital and his Critique of the Gotha Pro¬ 
gramme, in Engels’ Anti-Diihring and in Lenin’s State and 
Revolution and in other works of classical Marxism. The 
statement made at the 5th Congress of the Polish United 
Workers’'Party in November 1968 is particularly deserving 
of serious attention in this respect: “Paths to socialism not 
only may be different, they'should be different even though 
there is only one socialism. Its essence lies in the power of 
the working people led by the working class and also in 
economic planning of the socialised means of production.” 1 

The question of the singular essence of socialism and the 
inevitable multifarious nature of its emergence’is not a new 
one. It was posed and resolved in'the Programme' of the 
Communist International : “The international proletarian 
revolution represents a combination of processes which vary 
in time and character; purely proletarian revolutions;! 
revolutions of a borgeois-democratic type which grow'into' 
proletarian revolutions; wars for national liberation; colo¬ 
nial revolutions. The world dictatorship of the proletariat 
comes only as the final result of the revolutionary process. 

“The uneven development of ca'pifalism, which' became 
more accentuated in the period of imperialism', has'given rise' 
to a variety of types of capitalism, to different stages of 
ripeness of capitalism in different countries, and to a yari-' 
ety of specific conditions of the revolutionary process. These 
circumstances make it historically inevitable that the pro¬ 
letariat will come to power by a majority of ways and'degrees 
of rapidity; that a number of countries must pass' through 
certain transition stage's leading to'the dictatorship nf the pro¬ 
letariat and must adopt varied forms of socialist construction .” 2 
In’ac’cordance with this statement, the Comintern Programme 
divided all countries into three- main types:’countries of 
highly developed capitalism, countries’ with, a medium 
development of capitalism and colonial and semi-colonial' 
countries. 3 It is useful to note that on.the eve of socialist' 


1 5th Congress of the Polish United-Workers' Party, Moscow, 1969. 
p. 314 (in Russian). 

2 The Programme of the Communist International, London, Modern 

Books Limited, 1929, p. 39. ' 

3 Ibid., pp. 39-40. ; • 
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revolutions of the countries that are today part of the world 
socialist system, only Germany and Czechoslovakia were 
included in the first group, Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, 
Russia, Rumania and Yugoslavia were in the second,- and 
Albania, Vietnam, China, Korea, Cuba and Mongolia were 
in the third. Today, due to the action within the bounds of 
the socialist community of the law of equalling up the levels 
of socio-economic, political and cultural developments of 
individual states, this picture has greatly changed. But it 
would be wrong to consider all socialist states equally 
advanced. 

In applying universally the same specific historical approach 
at the new stage of transition from capitalism to social¬ 
ism, the Programme of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
.Union notes that “the fact that socialist revolutions took 
•place at different times and that the economic and cultural 
levels of the countries concerned are dissimilar, predetermines 
the non-simultaneous completion of socialist construc¬ 
tion in those Countries and their non-simultaneous entry into 
the period of the full-scale construction of communism”. 1 

The first factor taken into consideration when talking of 
the maturity of socialism in a particular country is the pro¬ 
portion of socialisation of the means of production, or, more 
precisely, their conversion into public property. It is accept¬ 
ed that the higher this figure is, the nearer society is to 
resolving the tasks of the transitional period. In this sense, 
the world socialist system is fairly homogeneous. The pri¬ 
vate sector in agriculture is still large only in Poland and 
Yugoslavia. 

In view of the fact that the degree of socialism is, as 
mentioned above, measured not simply by any socialisation 
but by actual socialisation, another criterion has great 
importance, i.e., the level of industrialisation of the country, 
qf its scientific and technological development, the domina¬ 
tion of machine labour over manual, with all the conse¬ 
quences that follow. 

, The socialist states in this sense even by purely economic 
signs (if, of course, we bear in mind a certain incompleteness 
c^.this approach) today belong to three main groups: 


1 The Road to Communism, Moscow, p. 579. 
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— the group with complete socialisation of the means of 
production and a material and technological base that is 
.adequate for socialism; 

—the group of countries with complete socialisation but 
which’have not yet completed the building of the material 
and tecnological base of socialism; 

—the 'group of states which in productive capacity are 
close to the first group but which still lag in relation to the 
first and second group in the scale of socialisation. 

Let us now see how this is reflected in the documents and 
speeches made by spokesmen of the international Gommunist 
movement. 

The birthplace of socialism, the USSR, continues to 
consolidate and to improve the new system and is making 
rapid progress in creating the material and technological 
basis of communism. This alone shows that the USSR has 
an advanced socialist society 1 —as was pointed out at the 
meeting to mark the Fiftieth Anniversary of the October 
Revolution (1967), at the Centenary of Lenin s birth (1970) 
and at the 24th Congress of the CPSU. Resolution of the 
problems of developed socialism in the present period great¬ 
ly coincides with securing-.reserves for building communism, 
which corresponds to an important principle in the Party 
Programme: '"The CPSU being a party of scientific communism 
proposes and fulfils the task of communist construction 
in step with the preparation and maturing of the material 
and spiritual prerequisites, ‘considering that it would be 
wrong to jump over necessary stages of development, and 
that it would be equally wrong to halt at an achieved level 
and thus check progress”’ 2 

This example is by no means the'only one. L. I. Brezhnev, 
in a speech to the International Meeting of Communist and 
Workers’ Parties in 1969, said 1 that “the 1960s will occupy 
a special place in history of" world socialism. It was in 
this decade that many fraternal countries completed the 
foundations of socialism and went over to the building of 
developed socialist society: As it matures the socialist sys- 


1 See L. I. Brezhnev, Following Lenin's Course, Moscow, 1972, 
pp. 18, 270; 24th Congress of the CPSU, Moscow, 1971, pp. 47-48. 

2 The Road to Communism, p. 512< 
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tern more and more^fully reveals the advantages of its econom¬ 
ic, social and political organisation and its inherent 
1 genuine democracy”. 1 

* • The common features of these states are their highly devel- 

oped industrial and scientific and technological potential 
that enables them to tackle successfully problems of the 
" contemporary scientific and technological revolution in 
concert with the socialisation of the major means of produc¬ 
tion both in industry and in agriculture. They have, typically, 
i an increasing mutual attraction towards international social¬ 

ist economic integration by which they are laying the 
initial foundation of the future world communist economy, 
j . How do the ruling parties in this part of the world social- 

ist system define the present period? 

1 The Bulgarian Communist Party. Report by T. Zhivkov at 

i the 10th Party Congress in April 1971: “Bulgaria has embark- 

1 ed upon the building of mature socialism as a result of the 

socialist revolution, the successful completion of the tran- 
, sition from capitalism to socialism and the final victory of 

socialist relations of production—and the quantitative and 
> qualitative changes in the whole system of social life 
that have occurred. During this period, we shall have to 
finish building the material and technological basis of social¬ 
ism, improve socialist relations of production, enrich our 
spiritual culture, raise the standard of living and gradually 
overcome unevenness in the development of the social 
, system.” 2 

i The Hungarian Socialist Workers' Party. Report by 

1 J. Kadar at the 10th Party Congress in November 1970: 

“The social programme of our Party and people in the coming 
I four years must be to continue to cotnplete the construction 
1 'of socialism at a higher level." Explaining this line, Kadar said: 
“Our state and social system is already socialist by its 
nature and class relations and by its forms of ownership. 
The complete construction of socialism in our country, 
however, is not yet finished. The Party believes that the time 
has not yet come to proclaim our country a socialist repub¬ 
lic. In our opinion it is better to be precipitious in creative* 


1 L. I. Brezhnev, Following Lenin's Course, p. 163. 

2 Under the Banner of Internationalism, Sofia, 1971, pp.-132-33. 
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endeavour and to be dilatory in acquiring a new nomencla¬ 
ture than to do the opposite. 1 * , 

The Socialist Unity Party of Germany. Directive of the 
8th Party Congress in June 1971: “The Five-Year Plan, 1971- 
75 will serve further to consolidate the German Democratic 
Republic. It embraces an important stage for the further 
development and strengthening of the material and techno¬ 
logical basis of socialism in the'GDR. The Plan continues 
the programme of full-scale construction of socialism and the 
forming of an advanced social * system of socialism. 

The Workers’ Party of Korea. Report by Kim Ir Sen at the 
5th Party Congress in November 1970: “As a result of the 
implementation of the historic task of industrialisation, our 
country has become a socialist industrial state.... loday eur 
Party and people are confronted by the vital issue of attain¬ 
ing on the basis of the successes we have already made m 
revolution and construction, a further cdnsolidation ana 
development of the socialist system in the Korean People s 
Democratic Republic and accelerating the complete victory 

of socialism.” 3 _ T 

The Rumanian Communist Patty. Report by N. Ceausescu 
at the 10th Party Congress in August 1969: “The major objec¬ 
tive of the programme of the Rumanian Communist Par y 
in the period up to 1975 and its tentative plans up to 1980 
consists in constantly extending and improving the materi¬ 
al and technological basis of the country and creating an 
all-round developed socialist society. 4 , 

The Communist Patty of Czechoslovakia . Concluding^ s peec 
by G. Husak at the 14th Party Congress in May 1971: The 
Congress has adopted a programme of all-round development 
of our socialist society , its political system and economy, 
a programme of raising the living and cultural standards of 

the people.” 5 

1 Pravda, November 24, 1970. n * * r^r- 

* Directive of the 8th Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of be - 
many on the Five-Year National Economic Development Plan of the 

GDR, 1971-1975, Zeit- im Bild Publishers, Dresden, p. 11. 

3 Pravda , November 5, 1970. 

5 Uth^oJgr^Tof 8 the ^Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, Moscow, 

1971, p. 220 (in Russian). 
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- There is hardly need’ to underline the basic, similarity 
of problems which the above-mentioned parties are tack¬ 
ling, just as there is no nee'd to draw attention to the specific 
conditions in which they operate. The latter are to a large 
degree rightfully a matter for the individual parties which 
for'various reasons, primarily objective,' cannot yet tackle 
the problem of building communism or- mature socialist 
society! This has its own strict logic. M. A. Suslov said 
that “the socialist phase has its degrees of maturation 
depending on the level ‘■of development of the productive 
forces, the perfection of the relations of production and on 
■the specific historical situation.... 

• “Different countries take different lengths of time to 
resolve socialist tasks and especially to form mature socialism 
which presupposes a suitable material and technological base 
and advanced- social relations. Those which have- taken the 
new path, being- economically advanced, have a relatively 
easier task m building socialism..Countries which have, as 
they begin to form socialist relations, an inadequate material 
arid technological base have ta tread a long historical path 
and resolve more problems.” 1 ’ ' - 

jLet us returri to the realm of facts. The socialist develop¬ 
ment of such'states as Albania, the Democratic Republic of 
Vietnam; China, Cuba and Mongolia Was considerably com¬ 
plicated’by the weak initial basis; This, was supplemented 
during the years of the ■ popular democratic system in the 
’abovd-mentioned" countries* '(with the exception of the 
Mongolian People’s Republic) by extreme circumstances 
which even today prevent the normal resolution of the - tasks. 
Such ‘circumstances in Albania and China (which has-been 
referred to in some detail above) include the military and 
bureaucratic practice of'the personality cult'and-unjustr- 
-fied self-isolatiori from the world Socialist community;--the 
-Democratic Republic of Vietn&m and Cuba had to deal with 
direct aggression or the constant threat of it. The distinguish¬ 
ing' features of these Countries include the obvious in¬ 
completeness of the material and technological base that is 
inadequate for a socialist system' and, simultaneously, the 
complete conversion of the means of production into public 

h'Kdmmunist, . No. 7-, 1968,- pp; ll-12-,(in Russian)., 

5-01290 
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ownership.-On the one hand, they still have to exert tre¬ 
mendous effort further to industrialise their economy, and 
on the other, the features of society for building socialism 
are already more or less clearly discernible. 

What are the features? In the words of L. I. Brezhnev, they 
include “the power of the working people with the vanguard 
role exercised by the working class and the leadership of 
social development provided by the Marxist-Lehinist party, 
public ownership of the means of production and, on its 
basis, the planned development of the national economy on 
the highest technological level for the benefit of the whole 
people; the implementation of the principle ‘from each accord¬ 
ing to his ability, to each according to his work’; the educa¬ 
tion of the whole people in the spirit of the ideology of scien¬ 
tific communism, in a spirit of friendship with the peoples 
of the fraternal socialist countries and the working people 
of the whole world; and lastly, a foreign policy founded 
on the principles of proletarian, socialist internationa¬ 
lism”. 1 

The development of these features is not an automatic 
process. It begins at the moment of socialist revolution (or 
at the socialist stage of popular-democratic revolution) 
and the establishment of popular power (the dictatorship 
of the working class in one form or another) and at times is 
invariably intensive and uneven. Apart from the objective 
circumstances complicating this process, much depends on 
the class consistency, the principled nature, the rational 
and flexible attitude in the policy of ‘a ruling Marxist- 
Leninist party, on its loyalty to the principles of proletarian 
internationalism. Experience shows that the violation of 
these requirements can lehd to a temporary .halt, in social¬ 
ist progress in some spheres of social life, to its disorganisa¬ 
tion and even retrogression. The very existence of some fea¬ 
tures of victorious socialism in a country can be then ques¬ 
tioned.' An example of this is the trend in the Chinese 
People’s Republic since the end of the 1950s. If such a trend 
is not stopped in time, it could'become a great danger for 
the whole of the new system. 


1 L. I. Brezhnev, Following Lenin's Course , pp. 291-92. 
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Speaking of the opportunities before Cuba', typical for the 
above-mentioned states, Fidel Castro has said that, “as a rule, 
we are very clearly aware] of our needs, we almost always 
know what we want and only in a very few cases—and with 
very few people—do we realise that our country has insuf¬ 
ficient resources to satisfy all these permanent needs. 

“Various factors here play a part of which many are 
objective. But the subjective factors are ever present: our 
low level of technological development, insufficient busi¬ 
nesslike attitudes, feeble organisation of production, a mul- 
tiplicity of errors, attitudes of negligence and carelessness, 
and mainly, of course, the lack of necessary know-how. To 
this we must add the special circumstances in which our 
country has to contend with the many problems confront¬ 
ing it. 

We find the best method of dealing with our problems is 
as follows:. we should 'stress our own subjective mistakes 
and lay less emphasis on the objective difficulties con¬ 
fronting us.” 1 

.The example of the Mongolian People’s Republic pro¬ 
vides a - clear illustration of the problems facing such states on 

the way to socialism with relatively favourable internal and 
external conditions. The 15th Congress of the Mongolian 
People s Revolutionary Party in June 1966 took stock of 
the historical transition from feudalism to socialist society 
which signified the triumph of the general policy of the 
Party for developing the country towards socialism bypassing 
capitalism”- (the report of Y. Tsedenbal). 3 The Congress 
adopted a new, fourth Patty Programme which “clearly 
defined the general Party policy for the period of completing 
socialist construction ”. 3 During this period (up to the end of 
the 1970s), the Party Programme says, “the Mongolian 
People s Republic will take a considerable step forward 
towards the level of the advanced socialist states in the volume 
of per capita production of national income and in the most 
important forms of industrial and agricultural production, 


1 Pravda, December 14, 1970. 

Moscow! A 19?6? p. e 4 (i£ P? ° pU ' S Re - volutio ™y Party, 

3 Ibid., p. 6. 
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in the per capita provision of consumption funds and in 
other vital indices of the workers’ living standards”. 1 

At the 16th Party Congress in June 1971, Tsedenhal said 
that from the early 1960s the Mongdlian People’s'Republic, 
having created the basis of socialism, had entered a new 
phase in its development—the stage of completing- the for¬ 
mation of the material and technological base of socialism. 
Resolution of this task would take some time and a great deal 
of effort. “The completion of .the building of socialism in our 
country presupposes it passing through a whole historical 
period of development, a number of stages of economic-growth. 

The initial stage along this path, as our Party Programme 
shows, is to tackle the task' of turning the- Mongoliaii 
People’s Republic in the near future into an industrial- 
agrarian state which has a rational structure of miningland 
processing industry, the correfct and expedient co-ordination 
of the main'branches of the socialist economy.” 2 

The building of socialism in Poland' also has its own char¬ 
acteristics. During a quarter of a century of popular power it 
has abolished ecbnomic backwardness' and has become an 
industrial state where more- than half the national income 
comes from- industry. 3 The prominent Polish politician, 

Stefan Olszowski, wrote that “our- economy, which until 
comparatively recently was'at the agrarian, pre-industrial 
stage of development, has-already passed through the first 
phase of industrialisation and' is on the way to becoming 
a highly developed economy*”* " 

The rate of Polish economic development in the last 
twenty-five years has been hight industrial output by com¬ 
parison with the pre-war. figure'has grown-fourteen times; 
the number of industrial' Workers and employees has in¬ 
creased 4.5 times, - ' . ' j 

Poland is- conspicuous in that, on the one hand, by its ! 
economic, technological and cultural,potential the co’untry < 

is, as the 6th PUWP Congress in December. 1971 made clear, jf 

already in a position to tackle' the'pi-oblems of advanced [( 


1 15th Congress of the Mongolian People’s Revolutionary Party, 

p. 178. . 

2 Pravda, June 8, 1971. • ' - 

8 5th Congress of the Polish United Workers' Party,, p.. 15. 

* New Times, No. 29, 1969, p. 5. ... ,, ! " 
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socialist society and is partially tackling them; 1 on the other 
hand, it has still not completed the socialisation of the 
means of production (mainly in’agriculture), which means 
that it has not yet emerged 'beyond the transitional period 
from capitalism to socialism. 2 

The forces of socialism prevail in the balance of political 
forces in the country. At the same time, the all-round social¬ 
ist development of Poland takes place amidst class struggle. 
Such are the characteristics of the domestic political 
situation. ‘ - 

It is an important fact that the Polish countryside is 
largely dominated by middle peasants both economically 
and socially. What policy is being pursued by the govern¬ 
ment in relation to this category of working people? Olszow¬ 
ski explains: While preserving individual ownership of 
land, which a radical land reform gave to the peasants, our 
Party is socialising agriculture by means of indirect meth¬ 
ods. The state buys from the peasants 80 per cent of their 
marketable produce and through a system of contracts 
exerts a powerful influence on the structure of field crops 
and livestock raising. Through a system of direct financing 
and crediting of agriculture it controls over 85 per cent of 
all agricultural investments. Besides, 90 per cent of all the 
tractors are the socialist property of the state farms, ma- 
chine and tractor stations and agricultural circles.** 3 Even 
before the economic socialisation of the'means of production 
(co-operation), the Polish individual farmer was mastering 
socialist methods of farming through preliminary adaptation 
to advanced farm technology, to latest achievements of 
agro-engineering and zoology, and through its involvement 
in the collective organisation of’labour. 

The social and economic system of Yugoslavia really bears 
a transitional character. By the definition of the 9th Congress 
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia' in March 1969, 
it had attained the level of moderately developed states. The 
Congress recognised the necessity (along with expanding 
industry and services) “of steadily developing agricultural 

1 See E. Gierek, The Tasks of the Party in the Further Socialist 
Development of the PPR, Moscow, 1971, p. 89 (in Russian). 

. 2 .Ibid,, p. 26. .. - ' . * 

8 New Times , No. 29, 1969, p. 5, 































70 


R. KOSOLAPOV 


production and the socialist socio-economic relatibns in agri¬ 
culture and in the countryside... Socialised farms must play 
an important part in raising agricultural production and 
developing socialist relations in the countryside. The' pres¬ 
ent period and future prospects deinand that social agencies 
based on modern organisation of production, science, 
techniques and technology, should make a fresh decisive 
step forward in the direction o'f socialising production, 
developing integration and consolidating social and econo¬ 
mic relations based on self-administration”. 1 For the moment 
Yugoslavia still has to facer the fact that “self-administra¬ 
tion” as a principle of organisatioh is unjustifiably counter- 
posed to the guiding role of the Party, to the economic- 
organisational and cultural-educational functions of the 
working people’s state'. Hence the need to pay more attention 
to the basic priiiciple of the organisation of socialist society 
and to typical forms of realising this principle. 

How is capitalist society, the most developed exploit¬ 
ative society, organised? 

An anarchic decentralisation was typical of the premonop¬ 
oly period; it fully corresponded to*the re'quirefnents of free 
competition and spontaneous market forces. Monopoly capi¬ 
tal, however, fought competition and increasingly introduced 
a bureaucratic centralism. The omnipotence of monopoly 
cartels is reinforced and thby extend their monopoly to 
political and ideological spheres. Although anarchic decen¬ 
tralisation and bureaucratic centralism are mutually exclu¬ 
sive, this does not prevent them from coexisting within 
the bounds of one and the same state, for the essence of. 
both is the same— the arbitrary rule (in a “democratic” or 
bureaucratic, even in a military-fascist, form) of a class of 
capitalists, and an organisation of wage slavery corresponding 
to the needs of capital. ' 

Neither principle is acceptable for socialist society. Only 
democratic centralism can be its fnethod of organisation. 
The level of individual freedom depends on the specific 
correlation of democracy and centralism in a particulaf 
period of socialist and communist construction. Lenin said: 


1 Socialist Theory and Practice , January-March 1969, p. 61 (in 
Russian). 
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“We are for democratic centralism. And'it must be clearly 
understood how vastly different democratic centralism is 
from bureaucratic centralism on the one hand, and ffom 
anarchism on the other. The opponents of centralism contin¬ 
ually put forward autonomy and federation as a means of 
struggle against the uncertainties of centralism. As a matter 
of'fact, democratic centralism in no w"ay excludes autonomy, 
on the contrary, it presupposes the necessity of it.” 1 

The universal laws of the transition from capitalism to 
communism find their practical expression ’in the centralist 
principle of organisation' of’ socialist society’. Rational 
management from * one centre is the principal guarantee of 
popular control over the most essential social relations 
and of their further purposeful improvement. 

Meanwhile, a rational approach presupposes that the 
general laws of building socialism and communism operate 
differently in different places, while their optimal manifesta¬ 
tion in the activity of nations, groups and individuals can 
differ very greatly from their action over an entire society 
and even more so a'S a world system. The cognised necessity 
can only be realised through democracy’ i.e., the proffering of 
extensive independence to groups and individuals, precisely 
because the general laws are inapplicable outside their spe¬ 
cific and individual expression*. 

Too much centralism runs the risk of blunting the ini¬ 
tiative of rank-and-file workers and' of subjectivism. The 
Polish economist Jozef’Pajestka has written that “experience 
shows that excessive predominance of the'central viewpoint 
and the unconditional subordination to this viewpoint of ail 
partial'solutions (through administrative methods) giVe rise 
to negative features. In particular, it tends to overwhelm the 
real social trends, stifle initiative instead' of giving it frfee 
reign, - and impedes the'growth of the sense of responsibility. 

“To ensure unrestricted initiative ih planning a Certain 
‘autonomy’ is needed ^for the various socio-economic 
trends.” 2 * 

It is possible to go to the other extreme—of anarchy,Avheh 
democracy is not bolstered by h reliable scientifically 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, p. 207. 

2 World Marxist Review, No. I, 1966,.p. 22. 
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grounded organisational structure, when work is weak in get¬ 
ting the working people used to governing public 'affairs. 
This distortion ends in disorientation and it can cause 
a partial loss of control over social relations and make some 
social processes ungovernable. For these reasons, to strike 
and retain a proper balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism corresponding to the existing social level of production 
is one of the main problems in improving the whole social 
system of socialism. It' is, in fact, the principal issue of po¬ 
litical leadership in the new society.' 

“Centralism, understood in a truly democratic sense, 
presupposes the "possibility," created for the first time in 
history, of a full and unhampered development not* only of 
specific local features, but' also of local inventiveness, local 
initiative, of diverse wdys, methods and means of progress 
•to the common goal.” 1 It is socialism which guarantees a mo¬ 
re effective organisational framework of activity'for millions 
of working pfeople. 

Democratic centralism is incompatible both with banality 
in tackling issues with a disdainful attitude to the will of 
the-majority, and with counterp'osing the interests of local 
agencies and workers’ groups to overall popular interest. 

According'to Lenin, “communism-requires and presupposes 
the greatest possible centralisation of large-scale production 
throughout the country.... To deprive the all-Russia centre of 
the right of direct control over all the enterprises of the 
given industry throughout the country ... would be regional 
anarcho-syndicalism, and not communism”;- 2 But this is not 
“bureaucratic centralism”', levelling all an'd everything and 
reducing to naught privateahd individual differences.'“Local 
distinctions, specific economic formations, forms of‘everyday 
life, the degree of preparedness of the population, attempts to 
carry out a particular plan—all these are bound to be reflect¬ 
ed in the specific featiires'of the'path to socialism of a parti¬ 
cular labour commune of the state. The greater such diver¬ 
sity—provided, of course, that it does not turn into eccentric¬ 
ity—the more surely and rapidly shall'we exlsure the achieve¬ 
ment. of both] democratic Centralism ‘ and a socialist eeon- 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, p. 208, 

2 Ibid., Vol. 42, p. 96, 
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omy.' 1 “Creative activity at the grass- roots is the basic 
factor of the new public life....- Socialism cannot-be decreed 
from above. Its spirit rejects the mechanical bureaucratic 
approach; living,' creative socialism is the product of the 
masses themselves.” 2 • • 

Implementation of the principle of'democratic centralism 
presupposes fusion of initiative and research with the 
strictest discipline', model organisation based on undeviating 
observance of the laws and standards of socialist community. 
Demo'cra'cy'without discipline, “boundless collegiality” with¬ 
out an accountability of individual -workers inevitably 
engenders disorder and chaos'. Lenin demanded that “at'any 
rate, and 'under all 'circumstances without exception,-colle¬ 
giate management must be accompanied by the precisest- defi¬ 
nition of the personal responsibility of every individual for 
a precisely defined job. To refer to collegiate methods as an 
excuse fot irresponsibility is' a most dangerous evil”. 3 

'At the same time, discipline that-is always coercive; 
under bureaucratic pressure, wi.thout'individual or collective 
initiative, discipline that does not prevent subjectivism and 
the “hazards of- Centralism”, can result in red tape. Only 
a constant fight against both extremes can result in success 
in 'creating' “a new social bond; a- new labour discipline, 
'a new'organisation of labour, which will combine the ; last 
word in science and capitalist technology with the- mass asso¬ 
ciation of class-donscious workers creating large-scale-social¬ 
ist -industry”. 4 ’ - .... 

'The'history of the'Soviet Union and the People’s Democ¬ 
racies'testifies that the form of democratic centralism, by dint 
of its-immen'se-influence on various social institutions, in¬ 
evitably becomes a determinant of • the type of- socialist 
society;' * 

This form may be comparatively-more centralist '{we shall 
designate it GD) or mor e democratic (DC), while a single com¬ 
mon rule operates; the less'guaranteed is the automatic na¬ 
ture of socialist development which finds itself in direct 
dependence on the degree of development of machine produc- 

- ' i Ibid., Vol. 27, p. 208. 

• 2 Ibid., Vol. 26, p. 288. 

- '3 Ibid., Vol.,29, p. 437. * .' * * " '' ' • 

* Ibid., p. 423, . ‘ . 
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tion, the more justified are methods of administrative influ¬ 
ence and interference from the centre. In other words, in 
a socialist state, where artisan methods of production are 
relatively widespread, and the authority of industrial 
discipline is comparatively limited, since industry itself 
has not yet formed, a higher degree of organisation will often 
depend on the authority of political power. The latter 
incurs a special responsibility for political authority if it is 
wrongly used, it leads to subjectivism if it is not confined to 
the rigid bounds of large-scale industrial discipline 1 and 
the demands of science. 

If we now return to the formula for the ' transitional 
period in the USSR which included five sets of symbols: 
G—G-C, I-C-C, C-G-I, I-C-I, I—I—I, we, natural¬ 
ly, arrive at the question of what organisation corresponded 
to it: a relatively more centralised or a relatively more demo¬ 
cratic? The presence then of a large number of tools of 
individual use and the predominance of manual labour in 
the economy favoured CD. 

During the building of socialism there have been moments 
when, despite the demands of the relatively backward econ¬ 
omy, a decentralised experiment was tried for' some time, 
thereby foregoing many advantages of a centralist organisa¬ 
tion that corresponded more to the specific conditions of 
the historical period. 

Subjectivism found its peculiar expression in the diffi¬ 
culties which the economy and the population had to expedi¬ 
ence: although it is usually associated with excessive adminis¬ 
trative rule, it was here conspicuous for insufficient adminis¬ 
tration, and it was accompanied by semi-anarchist appeals to 
fight against the coercion of the state. 

Like the anti-authoritarian school which was criticised by 
Engels, the present-day “anti-etatists” are “blind to all 
facts that make the thing necessary and they passionately 
fight the word”. Despite the lessons of history some of 


1 Engels wrote: “Authority and autonomy are relative things whose 
spheres vary with the various phases of the development of soci¬ 
ety.... The social organisation of the future would restrict authority 
solely to the limits within which the conditions of production render 
it inevitable." (K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, Mos¬ 
cow, pp. 378-79). 
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today’s fervent fighters “against the Word” also “demand that 
the authoritative political state should be abolished at one 
stroke, even before the social conditions that gave birth-to 
it have been destroyed”. 1 •" 

Without going too deeply into the question, let us note 
that accounting, together With the forms of prodpction which 
are developed in the country and the forms of democratic 
centralism within it, provides a sufficiently full idea of the 
social structure of at particular socialist state. 

The question may arise of whether to include the level of 
culture. This should not be included because it is already 
given once specific productive forces exist. Tools of individ¬ 
ual use applied on a mass scale, by themselves attest'to the 
cultural makeup of the mass worker. Universal literacy 
does not work” when manual labour predominates, while at 
a higher level of technology it is capable of becoming an 
Active force in the' all-round progress of society. The domi¬ 
nance of machine production, naturally, implies a high scien¬ 
tific and technological potential of society and a cultural and 
technological level of labour power. A certain minimum of 
culture acts; on the 'one hand, as a prerequisite for the scien¬ 
tific potential of society^ on the other, as its consequence, 
and on the third, as a condition for its successful operation. 
There is, therefore, no need to single out culture which does 
not transform’social relations by itself, without its material 
embodiment in the means of production and without reli¬ 
ance on them. ' 

f . The essential features of af socialist system and its evolu¬ 
tion are often illustrated by 1 the example of the Soviet 
Union, both’ for historical reasons and especially for the fact 
that it' bpened up the most tested and' extensive type of social 
and economic structure of socialism. 

PjSpeaking at the‘24th CPSU ; Congress, L. I. Brezhnev said: 
In bur country,' -it will..be .retailed', socialism triumphed 
back in the latter'Half of'thd Thirties..This was followed by 
more than three decades of the* Soviet people’s heroic labour 
and struggle. Our economy'of that time and our present- 
day economy are based on the same type of relations of 
production, on the same ecdriomic. laws, the laws of social- 

1 K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2/Moscow, p. 378. 
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ism. However, there are important new features that .distin¬ 
guish the modern economy from the economy of the late 
thirties.” 1 Let us examine from'these points of view the 
construction in the USSR of a developed socialist society; 
which means essentially examining a high degree of real 
socialisation of labour. Its main features were defined in the 
Central Committee Report to the Congress. 

Above all it includes a completely new range of economy, 
economic strength that is “based on a versatile industry and 
large-scale socialist agriculture, advanced science and 
skilled cadres of workers, specialists and managers.”? 

Further, it includes a considerable increase in our possi¬ 
bilities and a growth in the requirements which society 
makes on the economy. These new requirements include the 
need to guarantee a stock for future economic growth, tech¬ 
nologically to' re-equip production, generously finance sci¬ 
ence and education, while putting ever greater effort and 
finance into improving popular welfare. 

Demands are increasingly being made on' planning, manage¬ 
ment and' efficient economic methods, especially when we 
bear in mind the rapid advance of the scientific and technolog¬ 
ical revolution and the active inyolvement of the Soviet 
Union in the integration of the world socialist economy. 

Therefore, from the economic point of view, mature social¬ 
ism relies on an actually and not forniially'socialised, highly 
industrialised,, truly modern, production complex ' which 
possesses an up-to-date scientific experimental basis; it is 
marked by an ability to apply the achievements of world 
science and technology, a transition to predominantly inten¬ 
sive methods of production, and clo'se attention to questions 
concerning an increase in workers’ living standards. 

From the social point of view, mature socialism is marked 
by a mounting convergence of the “working class, the collective 
farm peasants and the'people’s intelligentsia on the basis' 
of greater community,. above! all, of the basic class determi¬ 
nant—relationship to the, means of production, on the basis 
of the development of the directly social socialist labour. 
The growth of the part of the population which is directly 
associated with public ownership testifies to the increasing 

1 24th Congress of the CPSU, p. 47, 

a Ibid. p. 48, , . • . 


SOCIALISM AND MANIFEST FEATURES 


77 


integrational processes in the composition of Soviet society. 
While in 1928 (in the middle of the transitional period), 
this group comprised 18 per cent of society, by 1936 (at the 
time of the completion of the building of the socialist foun¬ 
dation), it was just less than 50 per cent, and today, in the 
early 1970s, it is over 80 per cent. The collective 1 farm peas¬ 
ants are increasingly being involved in the use of public 
property and in increasing it, alongside the working class 
and the intellectuals, through production and non-produc¬ 
tion spheres. In a speech to mark the fiftieth anniversary of 
the Soviet Union, L. I. Brezhnev said that “with the working 
class retaining .its leading role... the social homogeneity of 
socialist society has increasingly grown. The essential 
distinctions between labour by hand and by brain and be¬ 
tween the working and living conditions in town and coun¬ 
tryside are being rapidly erased.” 1 The levels of education and 
culture of the two classes of working people and of social 
groups are levelling out, the basis for their common inter¬ 
ests is being extended, philosophical premises and common 
features of social psychology are being formed, which, 
naturally, brings us closer to the Marxist-Leninist ideal of 
a' classless society. ' . 

From the political point of view, mature socialism has 
a popular and universalsocialist statehood and democracy 
which becomes possible due to the adoption by all groups of 
working people of the ideological and social outlook of the 
working class, its' internationalist interests and communist 
ideas. The Marxist-Leninist party of the working class, 
without foregoing its political qualities, becomes the herald 
of the concentrated interest and will of the entire people, 
tvhich corresponds precisely to the evolution of society to 
a socialist classless structure. 

• It is patently obvious that this brief enumeration of’ the 
properties'of mature' Socialism (like any other system) is by 
no means exhaustive; that was not our object. At the. same 
time, it indicates that the features of socialism foreseen by 
Marx are increasingly in evidence in Soviet society 1 . Many 
people ask whether mature socialism is destined ultimately 
to coincide in essentials with that Marxist forecast or wheth- 

c Br ® z , hnev - The Fiftiith -Anniversary of the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, Moscow, 1972, p. 83. 
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er progress will take a different route. Different answers 
are provided to that question. 

I recall in- this connection a discussion-held by Moscow 
University economists in the late 1950s. The discussion 
concerned the nature of the Taw-of value-in the socialist 
economy, but more general problems of socialist theory were 
also' touched upon. 

They were particularly interested, for example, in the 
proposal to tackle the problem of the need for -commodity 
production initially “for a socialist system in which all the 
means of production are public, estate property," i.e., with 
no collective farm- form of production”. 1 

•In an attempt to prove the* correctness of this abstraction, 
a participant in the discussion maintained that this type of 
socialism was practically possible and theoretically feasi¬ 
ble, for example, in Britain and in the Soviet Union, where it 
follows from.the phenomenal technological progress- and the 
growth in the industrial basis -of •agricultural production 
which makes it possible and necessary to raise collective farm 
property to the level- of public property even before the 
building of complete communism. This prospect is not one, 
of course, for the near future. If such a possibility arises, 
it will occur in the relatively-.remote future.^- 
That, naturally, produced a long-argument. Some spoke of 
the inadmissibility of viewing-public property in isolation 
from co-operative property and counterposing them, although 
it is known that historically-the former appears before the 
latter, and that they both play a different part. Lenin, after 
all, had referred to public .enterprises, -not co-operative 
undertakings as “enterprises of -a consistently socialist 
type”-. 3 Others pointed out that “to build a society with only 
one state form of property would-mean the transition of so¬ 
ciety from socialism to communism”, 4 which, obviously, 
erased the difference between the lower and higher phases of 
the new formation. 

It is worth drawing attention-to this, discussion if .only 
because.communism, as distinqt-from socialism,-is understood. 

---— ' * ‘ ><» '?'*"* * i 

1 The Law of Value and Its Role Under Socialism, pp. 1.8—19. 

2 Ibid., p. 19. 

3 V. I. Lenin, Collected Workp 3 Vol. 33, p. 473. 

4 The Law of Value and Its R.ole' Under Socialism, p. 35. 
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by Marxists-Leninists as a classless social ' system with 
a single public ownership of the means of production. 1 One is 
inclined to ask: in the historical framework of which phase 
does society acquire these features? This question has theo¬ 
retical and political meaning. 

If we look at the present situation we may well come to 
the conclusion that “two forms of social property lie at the 
basis of socialism as distinct from communism”. 2 This, appar¬ 
ently, specific approach, however, is extremely abstract be¬ 
cause it actually purports that between the first and second 
phases of communism there is an unbridgeable gap. 

If socialism is possible only on the basis of two for ms of 
property, while communism is impossible without-a single 
public ownership, how then do we imagine the transition 
from the first stage of society to -the second? In this event, 
we have either to recognise the need for the two forms of 
property to come together and merge, and for the differences 
between classes to be obliterated already at the stage of 
socialism or we have to admit that these problems can only 
be resolved under communism. 

The first assumption is incompatible with this because it 
implies recognition in the development of socialism of a stage 
with complete socialisation of the means of production and 
without classes; the second is incompatible because it implies 
that two forms of property and a class division are possible 
under communism. 

At least two methodological errors are made. 

The first consists in the fact that even some aspects of 
socialism, that are described in the ideal model propounded 
by Marx, Engels and Lenin, are considered unfeasible. 

The second is that the Marxist-Leninist notion of the 
differences between the higher and lower phases of the com¬ 
munist formation is distorted. 

Let us begin by saying that In the light of the practical 
and theoretical experience already accumulated the question 
of whether the scientific forecast of-socialism can be imple¬ 
mented can and must be viewed, differently than it was 15- 
20 years ago. One may judge this by looking at the example 
of the Sovi et Union and other socialist states which haye set 

1 See The Road to Communism, p. 509. 

2 The Law of Value and Its Role Under Socialism, p. 32. 
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themselves the task of constructing mature socialism, and 
at the example of advanced capitalist states which, in an 
economic and cultural respect, are most prepared for so¬ 
cialist changes. 

The people’s increasing wielding of public ownership 
of the means of production under socialism expresses the 
general treiid of social development. 

The unprecedented growth in state investments in agri¬ 
cultural production in tha Eighth and Ninth Five-Year, plans 
would indicate that “increasingly broader use of the country s 
general economic potential” becomes a necessary condition 
for the development of agriculture and that “agricultural 
growth depends not only on the collective farmers and state- 
farm'workers, hut also, in many respects, on the efforts of 
the workers in industry, science and technology”. In a word, 
it is a “big, truly countrywide, national cause”. 1 The 24th 
CPSU Congress described specialisation of farming and the 
introduction of industrial methods in meat, dairy and other 
production as processes “that shape the future of our agricul¬ 
ture in the long run”. 2 The Congress also'warned against the 
danger of making mistakes and going ahead too hastily in 
tliis sphere 

In his Report to the Congress, L. I. Brezhnev said: “The 
rapid growth of agriculture leads increasingly to the spread 
of inter-collective-farm and state-collective-farm production 
associations and the establishment of agro-industrial com¬ 
plexes. These are able to make more effective use- of equip¬ 
ment', investments and manpower, 1 and' make broader use of 
industrial methods. The Party- will support these forms of 
organising production in the countryside.” 3 These measures 
tend to improve efficiency in this vital sector of the economy 
and lead to an inevitable growth in the level of socialist so¬ 
cialisation in its completeness,, to an enhancement of the 
homogeneity of public and''collective farm ownership of the 
means of production. Inthijs respect progress is, undoubtedly, 
being made in the direction that Marx prescribed. 

’ The co-operative -form of socialist economy has far from 
exhausted its usefulness. Th'e' rapid growth of services and of 

1 24th Congress of the CPSU , p. 61. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ibid.,, p.. 62. - 
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their role in everyday life may cause the need t'o, resort 
more extensively to a group method of socialist association of 
the population in this sphere too. Bqt in a definite sphere of 
production, to which we refer (agriculture), certain basic 
trends are discernible. i 

If we look at the advanced capitalist states and try to 
forecast their development after a socialist revolution, we 
must, at least for many of them, allow the emergence of 
a somewhat different public property and social structure 
than in the USSR and other socialist states. Where the peas¬ 
ants comprise a very small proportion of the population, 
and the class of small commodity producers is represented by 
the artisans, workers*in services and trade, the appearance of 
co-operative socialist ownership for a more or less lengthy 
period is most probable in the non-productive sphere. As 
A. M. Kovalyov suggests, “in some states public ownership 
may appear, not only in industry but in agriculture too 
even under socialism”. 1 

On the one hand, since public socialisation will here 
immediately bear a more extensive character than in states 
which began building socialism from the level of a moderate¬ 
ly or weakly developed capitalism or even from the pre¬ 
capitalist stage; one may speak of greater proximity to the 
Marxist forecast. On the other hand, since a fairly large 
number of workers in the services will be engaged in the 
co-operative form of production, and in a number of countries 
they exceed the number of people engaged directly in 
production, there wilLbe'the problem similar to that which 
confronts the socialist countries with a large co-operative 
sector. In one way or -another, the empirical material which 
is referred to by those who doubt the feasibility of* the 
Marxist model of socialism, will-remain for some time, but 
the process of socialisation- will, nevertheless', win through. 

If we assume, therefore, 'the possibility of the socialist 
stage having the features indicated by Marx, we may describe 
the periodisation of the first phase of communism 'in the 
following way: ! 

I . First there is a transitional'period from capitalism to 
socialism w hich economically signifies a diffusion in society 

1 The Laws and Stages of Development of the Communist Formation, 
Moscow University Publishers, 1'971,> p. 26. <> 1 
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themselves the task of constructing mature socialism, and 
at the example of advanced capitalist states which, in an 
economic and cultural respect, are most prepared for so¬ 
cialist changes. 

The people’s increasing wielding of public ownership 
of the means of production under socialism expresses the 
general trend of social development. 

The unprecedented growth in state investments in agri¬ 
cultural production in the Eighth and Ninth Five-Year, plans 
would indicate that “increasingly broader use of the country’s 
general economic potential” becomes a necessary condition 
for the development of agriculture and that “agricultural 
growth depends not only oh the collective farmers and state- 
farm 'workers, but also, in many respects, on the efforts of 
the workers in industry, science and technology”. In a word*, 
it is a “big, truly countrywide, national cause”. 1 The 24th 
GPSU Congress described specialisation of farming and the 
introduction of industrial methods in meat, dairy and other 
production as processes “that shape the future of our agricul¬ 
ture in the long run”. 2 The.Congress also warned against the 
danger of making mistakes and going ahead too hastily in 
this sphere 

In his Report to the Congress, L. I. Brezhnev said: “The 
rapid growth of agriculture leads increasingly to the spread 
of inter-collective-farm and state-collective-farm production 
associations and the establishment of agro-industrial com¬ 
plexes. These are able to make more effective use of equip¬ 
ment', investments and manpower, and make broader use of 
industrial methods. The Party will support these forms of 
organising production in the countryside." 3 These .measures 
tend to improve efficiency in this vital sector of the economy 
and lead to an inevitable 'growth in the level of socialist so¬ 
cialisation in its completeness, to an enhancement of the 
homogeneity of public and 'colle'ctive farm ownership of the 
means of production. Inthis respect progress is, undoubtedly, 
being made in the direction that Marx pfescribed. 

’ The co-operative form of socialist economy has far from 
exhausted its usefulness. The rapid growth of services and of 

1 24th Congress of the CPSU, p. 61. 

2 Ibid. 

a Ibid., p.. 62. 
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their role in everyday life may cause the need to, resort 
more extensively to a group method of socialist association of 
the population in this sphere too. But in a definite sphere 6f 
production, to which we refer* (agriculture), certain basic 
trends are discernible. 

If we look at the advanced capitalist states and try to 
forecast their development after a socialist revolution, we 
must, at least for many of them, allow the emergence of 
a somewhat different public property and social structure 
than in the USSR and other socialist states. Where the peas¬ 
ants comprise a very small proportion of the population, 
and the class of small commodity producers is represented by 
the artisans, workers»in services and trade, the appearance of 
co-operative socialist ownership -for a more or less lengthy 
period is most probable in the non-productive sphere. As 
A. M. Kovalyov suggests, “in some states public ownership 
may appear, not only in industry but in agriculture too 
even under socialism”. 1 

On the one hand, since public socialisation will here 
immediately bear a more extensive character than in states 
which began building socialism from the level of a moderate¬ 
ly or weakly developed capitalism or even from the pre¬ 
capitalist stage, one may speak of greater proximity to the 
Marxist forecast. On the other hand, since a fairly large 
number of workers in the services will be engaged in the 
co-operative form of production, and in a number of countries 
they exceed the number of people engaged directly in 
production, there will be<the problem similar to that which 
confronts the socialist countries with a large co-operatiVe 
sector. In one way or another, the empirical material which 
is referred to by those who doubt the feasibility of the 
Marxist model of socialism, will remain for some time, but 
the process of socialisation will, nevertheless, win through. 

If we assume, therefore, the possibility of the socialist 
stage having the features indicated by Marx, we may describe 
the periodisation of the first phase of communism in the 
following way: 

I. First there is a transitional: period from capitalism to 
socialism w hich economically signifies a diffusion in society 

1 The Laws and Stages of Development of the Communist Formation, 
Moscow University Publishers, 19>1, p. *26. * . * 1 
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of socialist forms of economic management and. a corre¬ 
sponding social structure, and politically —a dictatorship of 
the proletariat. The compulsory formal socialisation becomes 
real as an adequate material and technolgical base (if so¬ 
ciety did not have such) is formed. The resolution of this 
task may exceed the framework of the transitional period 
if, it takes longer to construct the material and technological 
base of socialism than it .does to nationalise and co-operate 
production. 

2. The transitional period is followed by the initial- stage 
of socialist development' presupposing in all countries the 
consolidation of the hew social and economic forms, the 
raising of the productive forces to the necessary level and the 
resolution of other problems which guarantee actual uni¬ 
versal socialisation. Socialism proves its superiority over 
capitalism in the given country by securing a level of labour 
productivity that is higher than in the pre-revolutionary 
period. The non-antagonistic class and social structure takes 
shape. Society now consists of friendly groups and strata 
of working people who are socialist by their nature. 

--3. Mature socialism continues in breadth and depth the 
process of socialisation, ridding itself everywhere of formal 
elements and presupposing at its culminating stage the 
creation of a communist structure of property and a corre¬ 
sponding social structure. It falls into two stages: 

(a) the stage where the two forms of socialist property come 
close together and merge under.,the influence of the material 
and technological basis of communism which is being built. 
This stage coincides with the, intensive obliteration of 
class differences (which, nonetheless, are still conside¬ 
rable); 

(b) the stage, at which the public form of socialist owner¬ 
ship becomes really all-embraGing and society becomes class¬ 
less, -“i.e., when there is na distinction between the mem¬ 
bers of,society as regards their relation to the social means 
of production”, 1 though it has not yet become'homogeneous. 
The Bulgarian Communist Party Programme,, adopted in 
197.b*;Says: “>Mature socialist- society is the highest and last 
stagejof socialisms the f\ni phase.of -the communist formation. 


' 1 V. I. Lenin, Collected■ . Works, Vol, 25, -p. 462. 
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It expresses the essence of socialism most fully, comprehen- 
siveiy and purely; and completely reveals its possibilities,... 
On the basis of the utmost development of the, ^productive 
forces, the relations of production typical for socialist-society 
become fully mature. State and co-operative property ifi 
which complex quantitative and qualitative changes take 
place, draw closer together and the process of their gradual fu¬ 
sion into a single state property increases.... Differences between 
social classes and groups fade away and by its social structure 
socialist society approaches the threshold of social homoge¬ 
neity. 1,1 - 6 

This is because the resolution of the enumerated tasks 
judging by the rate of transformation, requires less time than 
that needed to overcome the vestiges of the old division of 
labour into mental and manual, creative and reproductive 
(mechanical), organisational and executive. This is precise¬ 
ly what Marx, Engels and Lenin regarded as a vital delinea¬ 
tion between the first and second phases of communism. 

<.d ev ® of the October Revolution, Lenin wrote: 

Politically, the distinction between the first# or lower, and 
the higher phase of communism will in time, probably be 
tremendous. But it would be ridiculous to recognise this 
distinction now, under capitalism, and only .individual 
anarchists, perhaps, could invest it with primary impor¬ 
tance....”- Today, at the stage of mature socialism the revea¬ 
ling of an immense political difference between the first and 
second phases of communism is a condition for a really serious 
study of the problems of communist construction. - Only 
dogmatic and shortsighted people can object to* that. ' 

Lenin was right to talk of political distinctions. In the 
transition to the second phase of communism, the very base 
and source of politics^-the* class structure. of, society—un¬ 
dergoes a tremendous change. The functions which earlier 
were political are taken over by the system of administra¬ 
tion which continues -to, have a state character but whfch 
expresses public as well >as class interests. This*'system 
still- requires .permanent specialists, but at .the 'same time 
acquires fe atures of mass> self-administration. 

p-p 1 35-37 ramm,e ^ ^ ul £ arian Communist Party,' & iqfia, 1^74',. 

‘• 2 V, T. Lenih J Collected Works,-Vo 1.-25, -p. : 470. *i Lf t , \ *> f 
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The qualitative difference between socialism and commu- 
RiitL lies mainly in the sphere of- labour and distributive 
relations On the one hand, co'mmunism is impossible wi 
l a Tabundance of material and 

S 8 “'aj»uy S “ P-* S.'S“5 

tn vftmi i a te their other requirements. The political lmpor 
ance tee problems lies in the fact that their « 5 »lnt.on 
determines both control over the measure of abonr and he 

measure of consumptlon-the major fund ons of■ soc.al 

• state—and the time schedules for the transition 

communist distribution according .to need, which will mean 
th^completion of the socialist phase and the beginning of 

th One tmetimi' taJT’SSSn that Marx and Engels 
thoudirrimmunism as a system which was more or less 
identically organised in both phases of its developmen . 
However they never regarded them as identical. 

(aHhe organisation of production which permits co-opera¬ 
tive forms alongside state economic forms, and organisation 

SSdSSJ on public ownership of the 

(b) economic organisation relying on distribution accord 
in „ (o work and thereby presupposing the need tor control 
!. vPr the measure of labour and the measure of consumption, 
S orgaSil which would grow to a distribution accord- 
•"I to need and where control over the measure of labour 
and the measure of consumption is no longer necessary, 
(cl state organisation under socialism and a non state self- 
admini^terimf Organisation (if we remove the threat of re- 
storing “apUalism from without) as will exist under commu- 

^The transition from the first organisation to the second is 
m^eriall^pred^cated both on an enormous increase in the 
intellectualOnd creative content of the work of the m m 
-nroductive personnel and on the achievement in the course of 
CSSE of large-scale industry of a situation where 
“the creation of actual wealth wm become 1 ms ^pendent o.n 
working time and on the amount of expended labour than on 
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the power of those agents which are set in motion in the 
course of working time and which themselves in turn (their 
tremendous effectiveness) are not in any accord with the 
direct working time which is demanded for their production; 
they depend more on the overall level and on the progress of 
technology or on the use of that science in production”. 1 

The myth of the similar organisation of socialism and com¬ 
munism is also shattered if we look into the problem of 
social equality. 

Socialism, as we know, is an incomplete communist society 
“which is compelled to abolish at first only injustice of the 
means of production seized by individuals, and which is un¬ 
able at once to eliminate the other injustice, which consists in 
the distribution of consumer goods ‘according to the amount 
of labour performed’ (and not according to needs)”. 2 
Lenin continues: “And so, in the first phase of communist 
society (usually called socialism) ‘bourgeois right’ is not 
abolished in its entirety, but only in part, only in proportion 
to the economic revolution so far attained, i.e., only in 
respect of the means of production.” 3 Naturally, this level 
of economic development does not remain constant. By 
consolidating socialism and forming communist social rela¬ 
tions, we inevitably arrive at a situation where it continual¬ 
ly expands. The qualitative leap which is prepared by the 
preceding development also brings about the removal of the 
above-mentioned legal regulators in relation to the objects 
of consumption as well. This is only another expression of 
the transition to communism which, due to the change indi¬ 
cated, must be organised essentially in a different way than 
socialism. 

Whatever boundary separating socialism and communism 
we take we always and everywhere have to deal with human 
properties, with the qualities of the people which, as* precisely 
mass qualities, act as an objective factor of our development. 

At the 24th CPSU Congress, L. I. Brezhnev said: “A great 
project—the building of communism—cannot be advanced 
without the harmonious development of man himself. Com¬ 
munism is inconceivable without a high level of culture, 

1 K. Marx, F. Engels, Works, Vol. 46, Part II, p. 213 (in Russian). 

2 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 25, p. 466. 

2 Ibid., p. 467. 
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education,' sense: of' civic duty and inner maturity of people 
•just as it is inconceivable'without the appropriate material 

and technical * basis.” 1 , , . , , 

This base itself can play-its: historic role only in the body 
of communist productive forces 1 , the mam one of which is 
human beings. The extent to which people are orientated 
towards communist' progress* decides how the material p 
requisites for 1 communism will be harmonised It will take 
many years to mould a person who has a scientific, Marxis 
Leninist philosophy and habits of public admimstration 
who has a high general and professional culture a need for 
creative endeavour and an ability sensibly to use the blessings 
of socialism and communism. How the various generations 
of builders of the new society will resolve this problem wilt 
depend oh many circumstances, but one requirement of the 
epoch they will all have: a person is less and less able to 
regard himself as a passive victim of circumstances, his devel¬ 
opment can only be rationally understood m the light 
revolutionary experience—as the coincidence of chan & 0 
circumstances and changing human activities. 

* * * 

• The USSR is the second industrial power, in the world. The 
existence of a strong machine basis in all economic & sectors 
and up-to-date scientific potential, plus half a century s 
experience of development on the basis of public ownership, 
make it possible to affirm thtft in the USSR the form C-C-C 

pu^lornmates.e ^ fact that up to 40 per cent of wor¬ 

kers in industry and even more in- eonstirotaon and 
ture are still engaged- in manual labour testifies to the pres 
ehce ill the public and the co-operative and collective farm 
sectors of the economy-of the formula 1 L c. . > . 

Finally, one cannot 5 ignore the substantial.-sector of soci 
labour' represented by personal subsidiary plots of state 
farm workers and of collective farmers, which gives us 
Of course, this is not an independent economic srtructur 
but, rather, a form of economic endeavour dependent on the 

*- ' J t sf 

1 24th Congress of the CPSU, p. 100. 
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state of the socialist socialised economy and connected with | 
the latter in two respect's: either due to the need for addi- 1 
tional sources of distribution arid supply to the population, ’ 

or for the sake of satisfying the need for amateur market [ 

gardening, livestock breeding or fishing. Only in the fifst | 
case dqbs it have ri social and economic' importance and it 1 is 
mentioned only because it still fulfils* this important role. 
/Vccording to figures, available for the mid-1960s, income 
from personal subsidiary plots amounted to about 17 per cent i 
of the total real income of the whole of the Soviet population. 

Iri view of the fact that in recent years attempts have bee’h 
made to counterpose state socialisation of ‘the means of 
production to its co-operative variants and ever! to prove 
their alleged advantages, it is worth recalling the opinion 
of the founders of scientific communism, whb regarded large- 
scale machine industry under socialism only as socialised on 
the scale of the whole of society. Lenin was quite explicit: 

“The aim of socialism is to turn all the means of production 
into the property of the whole people, and that does not at 
all mean that the ships become the property of the ship 
workers or the banks the property of the bank clerks. If peo¬ 
ple take such paltry things seriously, then we must do away 
with nationalisation, because the whole ’Thing is prepos¬ 
terous.” 1 

As far as socialist co-operation is concerned, it is the most 
convenient path of transition of a small worker-owner to the 
new social'and economic system, because it combines private 
and -public interests. Meanwhile, it serves as a convenient 
form in which entire branches of production become-, so- 
cialistically mature and prepare for the highest level of social¬ 
isation technologically- and culturally. 

Our formulae should express the incompletion of the proeess 
of unifying socialist Socialisation according to the t^pa of 
public ownership, due mainly to th’e non-uniform-technologi¬ 
cal equipment, of industry and agriculture. Of the three C's 
the third, if it refers to the co-operative form, will be desig¬ 
nated as Co. We then have the following picture.'for-the 
USSR: first, state industry will be represented as C—G — C 
and I—C—C, or otherwise: : * 

\ ’ ■ . _ M * , * * f 1 * ■* 

1 V. I. Lenin;' Collected Works, Vol. 42, *p. 63!» ' ,u I 
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C \ 

>c-c 


The first form here, naturally, predominates and supersedes 
the second; this process is slower in the state farms where the 
forms are similar but the percentage of manual labour is 
higher. The collective farm production will have a dual 
formula C—C—Co and f—C—Co, while both the state and 
collective farm forma will have to be supplemented by 
I I I 3s the personal .plots of the workers and members 
of the artels. 

Thus we have: 

1) Cv 

>C-C 

) 

2) . Jv. 

^>C-C-(l~l-l) (for siate farms) 

c 

3) Is. 

^^>C-Co-(l-l-l) (for collective farms] 


In accordance with the concepts .of Marx, Engels and 
Lenin, C — C—C is the,final form .(the scheme or structural 
type) of mature socialism. Three; conditions are necessary 
today for its universal dissemination in the Soviet Union: 

(a) the exclusion of I as a Socially significant factor, that 
is the completion of the mechanisation of labour; 

(b) the drawing together of Co and C, that is, that the 
co-operative, ownership should rise, on the basis of fulfill¬ 
ing the first condition, to the* level of public ownership and 
should actually be identical with it; 

(c) the disappearence of I-rl—I (in the above-indicated 
sense) as a result of which the .needs being satisfied,by it will 
be' covered successfully through the production of the public 
economy and, services. 

According to the above mentioned premises, the form of 
democratic centralism in Soviet society develops in concert 
with the formation of an all-embracing, highly industrialised 
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economy and with the above-mentioned conditions. 
Soviet CD goes from its centralised democratic version 
towards a centralism which relies on the utmost utilisation 
of local initiative, is imbued with a scientific content and 
is devoid of the extremes “of bureaucratic centralism” (as 
Lenin once put it). The transition from CD to DC now under 
way is inevitable in mature socialist societies and is typical 
for their normal development. 

No matter whether the individual socialist states are far 
from or near to their final goal, no matter what the difficul¬ 
ties will they meet on their way, they all have to deal with 
the same imperative law which operates in its own unique 
form: a gradual and undeviating movement takes place towards 
a certain scientifically based type of “completed socialism ” 
{Lenin), which we have conventionally designated as the three 
C’s in combination with DC. This is confirmed not only theo¬ 
retically or by reference to various political documents, but 
also by an analysis of the rich statistical material—the lat¬ 
ter, however, goes beyond the brief of this book. 

Socialism, according to Lenin, is not a system which 
will suddenly appear out of nowhere. An understanding of 
this axiom shows an essential difference between the pro¬ 
ponents of scientific socialism and those of utopian social¬ 
ism. If anyone expects the new society to appear in a com¬ 
plete form from fully prepared prerequisites without suffer¬ 
ing any non-coincidence with this historic task, they are 
displaying amazing political naivete (if not something even 
worse). At best, they may be, as Lenin called them “men in 
a muffler”, who forget that “there will always -be such 
a ‘discrepancy’, that it always exists in the development 
of nature as well as in the development of society, that only 
by a series of attempts—each of which, taken by itself, 
will he one-sided and will suffer from certain inconsisten¬ 
cies—will complete socialism be created by the revolution¬ 
ary co-operation of 1 the proletarians of all countries.” 1 

An analysis of the process of forming this “integral social¬ 
ism” is a task no less daunting than the creation of Capital , 
Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism and similar 
works. 


1 V. I. Lonin, Collected Works, Vol. 27, pp. 345-46. 
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MORE ABOUT SOCIALISM AND 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 


It is now time to clear up'the mystery of why a book on 
socialism should begin with a reference to' the role of inter¬ 
national relations. In Chapter I we mentioned that inter¬ 
national relations of a new type, as a vehicle for the most 
advanced forms of social organisation, are becoming an un¬ 
precedented accelerator of social progress. One might go 
even further: in certain circumstances, they are the point 
of departure and the primary, even determining factor, in 
a turn towards socialist development for entire states, even 
though there may not yet'by the necessary internal objec¬ 
tive prerequisites in the countries, but -only a revolution¬ 
ary anti-imperialist enthusiasm which does not always take 
the form of vigorous anti-capitalism. 

Traditional international relations . did not play and 
could not play such a role, which can only be performed by 
the international relations-produced by the October Revolu¬ 
tion and consolidated through- the formation -and develop¬ 
ment of the world socialist system. 

. ’ * * * 

The overwhelming part of international relations, both 
material and ideological, is realised (only passing through 
people’s minds) in the policy of the ruling classes and parties 
of national states. That is why international relations nor¬ 
mally have a political character. In the sphere of. external 
relations, as nowhere else, the primacy of politics over eco¬ 
nomics and the initiating role of state in arranging.economic 
and other .relations, are patently obvious. ... 
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International relations, aye social'relations-in thevfield 
of international and interstate,: intercourse.- They operate 
there,as,a continuation and, modification of internal social 
relations and, like, the latter,, may be'divided socially into 
three types: (a) international relations of supremacy and 
subordination, (b) international, relations of comradely co¬ 
operation and mutual assistance, (c) transitory internatio.- 
nal relations. All forms of international* relations fall into 
these categories. The first ■ two > possess a qualitatively 
-determined social characteristic and are stable, the third,"as 
is apparent from" its name,- testifies to the demise of one 
formation and the emergence of; another on a world scale. 
The first form was - the only existing form before the Great 
October Socialist Revolution, the second appeared with the 
formation of the socialist- system, and the third arose 
during the struggle between, socialism and capitalism—the 
two- opposed social and economic systems. 

A. < International relations op domination and subordination 
are a form of social relations typical of- the pre-history of 
human society, not yet outmoded as long as capitalism 
prevails in a large part of the world. 

When we talk of internal social relations of presocialist 
societies, we usually refer to relations of co-operation and 
mutual assistance in primitive, communes and. we strive to 
show the qualitatively higher character of co-operation and 
mutual .assistance-under socialism. This question does not 
arise when we analyse -international relations—and here 
1 lies their uniqueness by comparison with internal relations. 
International relations-'-of co-operation and mutual assis¬ 
tance simply could not'exist before the appearahce of the 
world socialist system. Even the primitive communes that 
had no internal antagonism^.were often in a state'of> antago¬ 
nistic struggle among themselves. With the appearance of 
class antagonisms the antagonism of nations began tovbe 
more marked. After" the 'formation of the all-embracing 
system of capitalism, this antagonism" was apparent, in the 
imperialist dependence oil a-Jhandful of- “advanced” nations 
-of the overwhelming rfiajority of peoples who were backward 
in their, social and economic development. -There arose 
a diametrically opposed- “world town” and “world village”, 
which still exist today.- - > s 
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Two reasons exist for this phenomenon. First, there is 
a tendency in every exploiting state to extend the exploita¬ 
tion by which it subjects classes of working people within 
the country and which it extens to other peoples. The 
history of slave-owning and feudal society is replete with 
such attemps and temporary successes by the most dominant 
powers of the time. Why were these attempts at exploitation 
of other peoples only temporary? Because they normally 
did not have a firm basis of economic and, above all, for¬ 
eign trade relations. Since a world-wide division of labour 
did not exist and the many local world markets which period¬ 
ically appeared and disappeared turned out to be unstable, 
not one of the pre-capitalist social systems took the form of 
a world system. The world empires therefore, began to 
disintegrate almost as soon as they were founded. 

This brings us to the second reason. Capitalism is the first 
social and economic formation whose main laws apply to 
all the social, both internal and international, relations, 
inasmuch as all of mankind changes from the organisation 
of its social life within the bounds of local societies and 
markets to its organisation on a world-wide scale in the form 
of world systems. 

The relations that were specific for the mutual relations of 
ruling and oppressed classes within societies, capitalism at its 
highest and last stage made obligatory also for international 
contacts. Hundreds of millions of people in the colonies, the 
peoples of whole states were forced to become like the pro¬ 
letariat of the metropolitan countries and then found them¬ 
selves in an even worse situation. The anti-imperialist 
striving for national liberation found its social affinity 
with the anti-capitalist struggle of the working class. 
A united front of the socialist'aqd national-liberation move¬ 
ment was formed in the mainstream of world socialist 
revolution. 

In the history of the internatinal relations of world capi¬ 
talism, there have been instances of a balance of power 
existing; for example, when the big imperialist powers did 
not tyrannise one another or.when a large imperialist pred¬ 
ator (for various adverse reasons) could not exploit a small 
neighbouring state or even was, for a time, interested in 
arranging equal and officially friendly relations. However, 
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the pull of exploiting states to relations of domination and 
subordination in international politics (which is directly 
determined by their essence) remained. In affirming the 
need for scientifically analysing this essence in order to 
determine the strategic direction of revolutionary struggle, 
Lenin thought it tactically important to study those systems 
of political relations of capitalist states which depended on 
a specific correlation of power and were formed during their 
competition and clash on a world-wide scale. The first of 
such systems directly expresses, so to say, the pure type of 
international relations of domination and subordination. 
This is “the relation of the oppressed nation to the oppress¬ 
ing”. 1 The establishment of such a relationship is the ulti¬ 
mate (that may or may not be implemented) objective of 
the foreign policy of exploiting classes in any country. The 
fact that not every exploiting state achieves that aim is 
a sign not of it being peace-loving, but of weakness, the 
presence of stronger and more dangerous competitors, or 
the strong popular resistance. This system found its classical 
expression in colonialism which nowadays has mostly disap¬ 
peared. The abolition of the remnants of colonialism and the 
battle against neo-colonialism today represent a gradual 
exclusion of relations of direct domination and subordination 
from international relations and are bound to undermine 
capitalist social relations throughout the world. 

The second type of. system of political relations of capital¬ 
ist states is “the relation between two oppressing nations 
on account of the loot, its division, etc.” 2 This tends also 
to be a relationship of domination and subordination which, 
for one reason or another, cannot yet be implemented and 
which ruling classes of hostile states usually effect through 
wars. These systems,of relations were, in fact, realised in 
the First and (for the -imperialist powers) Second World 
wars which began through attempts to redivide the world 
by groups of states representing the interests of monopolies 
competing with one another. Speaking about this system of 
relations, Lenin said: “The struggle for colonies, for markets 
etc. (Rome and Carthage; Britain and Germany 1914-17). 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 35 p. 264. 

2 Ibid. 
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As a general rule,' a war of that? kind is robbery on both sides; 
and the attittide of democracy, (and socialism) to it comes 
under the rule: ‘Two thieves-, are. fighting, may they both 
perish’.” 1 • • 

Finally the third type of these systems is “the relation of 
a national state which does not oppress others to one which 
oppresses, to a particularly’ reactionary state”. 2 Here we 
are dealing with a very changeable situation: “A system 
of nations with equal rights! This question is much more 
complexWW ” 3 

In order to determine one’s position in this third case, one 
should understand the whole complex of relationships be¬ 
tween different countries. Lenin said: “Think over this!? 
Don’t forget this!! We live not only in separate states, but 
also in a certain system of states;’ it is permissible for the 
anarchists to ignore this; we are not anarchists.” 4 He continued: 
“No, no, we are not at all indifferent to the Staatenbau, 
to the system of states, to their mutual relations ,” s The latter, 
however, cannot be unchangeable since the balance of power 
is continually changing in the world. 

The transfer of centres of the world revolutionary move¬ 
ment and the centres of world reaction every time lends a new 
form to the “system of equal nations”. There is no place here 
for dogmatism in evaluation, or forgetting the Marxist 
principle of the concreteness- of truth. Socialist states bear 
this in mind in their foreign policy in regard to independent 
states (both imperialist and non-imperialist) of the non¬ 
socialist world, endeavouring to implement a particular 
scientifically grounded,- individually tailored approach. The 
Rapallo Treaty of 1922 between Germany and the Russian 
Soviet Federative Socialist Republic serves as an example 
of how favourable results can cdme from* a foreign policy 
based on correct conceptions of this system of relations in 
the contemporary world;.) . ' . 

In formulating the fundamentals-of socialist foreign poli¬ 
cy in 1917, Lenin pointed out: “The full realisation of our 


1 Ibid., p. 273. '. * ■ : 

2 Ibid., p. 264. 

s Ibid., Vol. 32, p. 273. 

4 Ibid., p. 273. ■ " • 

s Ibid., Vol. 35, p. 274. 
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ideas depends solely on the overthrow of the entire capitalist 
system.” 1 At the same time,) one must bear in mind that 
over the greater part of the world and, also important, in 
the most technologically and economically advanced states, 
this overthrow took decades.’ A long period is, therefore, 
necessary for state-organised socialism to exist side by side 
with capitalism; a system of-'dynamic equal relations is 
necessary between nations, relations which are capable of 
at least partially paralysing the aggressive and exploiting 
strivings of imperialism and helping to form conditions of 
coexistence that are favourable to the new system. 

B. International relations of comradely co-operation and 
mutual assistance of free peoples and peoples who are liberat¬ 
ing themselves. They arise after the formation of the first 
non-exploiting state—the dictatorship of the proletariat 
in Soviet Russia which transferred the principle of proletar¬ 
ian internationalism to the sphere of foreign policy in 
relation to fraternal states and to the working people of all 
countries. Their most important condition is to recognise 
and to put into practice the right of nations to self-determi¬ 
nation up to and including secession and the formation of 
a separate state. 

Lenin, explaining the socialist national and international 
policy in the early years of Soviet power, said: “We are 
told that Russia will disintegrate and split up into separate 
republics but we have no reason to fear this. We have 
nothing to fear, whatever the number of independent 
republics. The important thing for us is not where the state 
border runs, but whether or not the working people of all 
nations remain allied in their struggle against the bour¬ 
geoisie, irrespective of nationality.” 2 The alliance of working 
people of different nationalities above all “is not based on 
treaties, but on the solidarity of the exploited against *the 
exploiters”. 3 - “It is Rot the Great Power status of' Russia 
that we are defending—of thdt nothing is left but-Russia 
proper—nor is it national interfests, for we assert that the 
interests of socialism, of world socialism are higher than 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 26, p. 255. 

2 Ibid., Vol. 26, p. 344. 

3 Ibid. . a i .! .< ‘ 
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national interests, higher than the interests of the state.” 1 

International relations of. co-operation and mutual assis¬ 
tance are social relations of states that arose as a weapon of 
the anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist struggle during the 
world socialist revolution. /They constitute a wide class of 
international relations of a new type that differ from one 
another by the nature of the states participating in them 
and their degree of proximity to socialist social relations. 

The first form of such relations, distinguished by its 
clearly expressed socialist character, prevailed between 
the independent Soviet republics; then, five years after the 
October Revolution, they united into the socialist federation 
—the Soviet Union. The voluntary democratic consoli¬ 
dation, first of four Soviet Socialist Republics—the Russian 
Federation, Byelorussia, the Transcaucasian Federation and 
the Ukraine—today includes fifteen socialist states and 
presupposes a centralised administration of the major 
branches of the economy and culture and in military, diplo¬ 
matic and foreign trade spheres. Its basis is the division of 
labour, the single set of productive forces which developed 
in the years of Soviet power and the system of organic eco¬ 
nomic planning ties without which the economy of no repub¬ 
lic could operate. The interrepublican relations increasingly 
lose the features of interstate relations and. acquire those of 
interregional relations within the framework of a single 
state. They are the prototype of the international relations 
to which socialist states will come when they attach their 
national economy to a single world socialist (communist) 
co-operative. The relations of the Soviet republics which 
were previously international relations have gradually become 
internal relations. 

The second , and main, form of international relations of 
co-operation and mutual assistance constitutes mutual rela¬ 
tions of states within the framework of the world socialist 
system. By contrast with the first form these relations 
possess a much greater relative independence and cannot 
fully be identified with internal relations that prevail in 
each of the socialist states. Ignorance of this distinction 
and a mechanical projecting of the features of the internal 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works , Vol. 27, p. 378. 
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social relations of socialism to external affairs run the risk of 
encroaching upon the sovereignty of individual socialist 
states (after all, international relations cannot be reduced 
to interregional relations), which is liable to produce 
serious complications in their co-operation. What is the 
substance of this distinction? 

The basic economic and other laws of socialism operate 
differently in international economic relations between so¬ 
cialist states than inside each of them. Due to the obvious het¬ 
erogeneity of the economic, social and cultural potential 
in different countries, it is too early to say that the world 
socialist economic system as a whole, like the economy of’ 
each socialist state, already operates to secure the all¬ 
round development of each individual. What may be a law 
for individual national economies at times is only indirectly 
manifest in the relations of sovereign states. 

Moreover, the relative independence of international 
relations within the system is attributable to the fact that 
each socialist state plans its economy along the lines of 
profit-and-loss accounting and is, therefore, bound to consid¬ 
er also the commercial profit from international economic 
relations. Another factor it has to consider is that its part¬ 
ners in world trade are capitalist as well as socialist coun¬ 
tries. 

It may be that in some circumstances a socialist state may 
prefer a capitalist partner out of purely commercial con¬ 
sideration; this is understandable if one takes into consid¬ 
eration that the assortment and quality of comiiiodities 
vary on the world socialist market, that price levels are 
different being determined by the differences in productivi¬ 
ty levels and that the resources of individual states may be 
limited. This forcibly demonstrates the action of the laws 
of commodity production in the complex set of international 
economic relations. Here one sees also the ability of capi¬ 
talism, having lost its opportunity directly to influence the- 
internal social relations of the socialist states, for the time¬ 
being to influence relations between them. 

The socialist states must be guided in their external econom¬ 
ic relations by the principle of concerted action and priority 
of the fundamental interests of socialism over the interests of 
direct profit. That does not mean that in every case they 
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must or they will turn down commercially advantageous 
deals with capitalist powers. After all, sometimes pacts with 
the class enemy, to which he is brought under pressure 
irrespective of his will by the prevailing—and, therefore, 
■compelling—system of international economic relations, 
•can speed up the building of socialism. We refer here to 
cases where contacts between socialist and capitalist states 
are not at variance with the interests of the community 
as a whole. 

Finally, while the internal socialist social relations of 
each country are controlled and regulated mainly by the 
concentration of ownership of the principal means of pro¬ 
duction in the hands of the socialist state and by a planned 
development of all aspects of social life, control over inter¬ 
national relations and their regulation does not fall within 
the confines of any special international agency, and does 
not have an economic basis similar to state or public owner¬ 
ship within each country. There is not yet any international 
socialist ownership as a predominant international economic 
relation. Nor is there common planning and management by 
nil (or at least several) national economies from a single 
•centre. The socialist states can only manage all the forms of 
their international relations in common, on the basis of 
■equal co-operation as they co-ordinate their positions and 
•overcome contradictions, through manifesting their many- 
sided national interests and by their “integration” into 
•a single international whole—the socialist interest of peo¬ 
ples who have thrown off the yoke of capital. Hence, the 
special importance of sovereign relations between states 
and the need to recognise that in content the international 
socialist process of transforming social life inevitably takes 
a nationally unique form. Hence it is only by comparing 
and sensibly combining the experience of many socialist na¬ 
tions, which will last right up to the transition to complete 
■communism, that we can obtain an idea of integral socialism. 

Their deeply democratic'Content is a principal feature of 
the international relations of socialist states. While the 
interstate relations of societies that are antagonistic in 
any class sense are essentially relations of exploiting classes 
of various nations, minority classes whose interests inevi¬ 
tably differ from those of the common people, the mutual 
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relations of the socialist states, on the contrary, are rela¬ 
tions of peoples represented by worker-peasant governments,. 
international relations in the true sense of the word. When the- 
socialist states begin to build classless societies, when they 
enhance the social uniformity of the population and they 
turn the proletarian dictatorship into socialist states of the- 
entire people, they increase the degree of the popular nature- 
of international relations of the new type and they encourage 
the socialist nations to draw together in an ever-increas¬ 
ing multiplicity of ways. When they overcome class differ¬ 
ences, no matter what the social barriers and the old divi¬ 
sion of labour within the socialist states, there is no doubt 
that they will exert a great influence on their mutual rela¬ 
tions. 

The popular nature of the international relations of the 
fraternal socialist states testifies to the extent to which the 
nature of socialist co-operation and mutual assistance is 
alien to the relations of domination and subordination 
which are inherent in relations between an oppressed and’ 
an oppressor nation, the relations between two oppressor 
nations-and the relations of a nation which is not oppressing- 
other nations with an oppressor nation. The socialist na¬ 
tions which have put an end to the system of capitalist ex¬ 
ploitation and are building social life on the principle of 
public ownership of the means of production, incorporate 
into their mutual relations only what exists in their inter 1 - 
nal relations. 

This fact is ignored by anti-Communist ideologists whe 
maliciously ascribe to the mutual contacts between socialist 
states the features of competitive antagonism which mark 
the international relations of capitalist states. They, there¬ 
by, fully divorce international from internal relations, tak¬ 
ing the unscientific view that international relations'can be- 
diametrically opposed to internal relations. Such an approach 
tends to be propagandist and is unrelated to reality. 

The third group of relations of co-operation and mutual 
assistance occurs among the socialist states (of the proletar* 
ian dictatorship or a state’ of the entire people) and states 
that have embarked upon a path of non-capitalist develop¬ 
ment (revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletary 
iat and peasantry, people’s democracy, national democra- 
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cy). An alliance is implemented through these relations 
between the peoples of the socialist states and the social 
forces representing the trend to socialist development in 
developing states. Due to the weakness in the latter states of 
the developed industrial proletariat, which alone is capable 
of leading the fight for socialism, and the temporary impossi¬ 
bility of establishing its dictatorship, only close internatio¬ 
nal relations of the countries embarking upon non-capitalist 
development with the socialist states provide a guarantee 
of transition to socialism. If these relations are violated 
there is a danger of these peoples returning to the orbit of 
imperialist dependence and neo-colonialism. On the other 
hand, their maintenance and strengthening guarantee securi¬ 
ty from imperialist intrigues and the hegemony of the 
working class in the form of its main attainment—the world 
socialist system—where classes and social groups which are 
already fighting against capitalism have still not matured 
enough to build socialism on their own internal resources 
and experience. 

International relations of this type (suffice it here to 
cite the, example of the Mongolian People’s Republic) can 
be decisive in determining the social structure of many 
developing states. It is true that these international rela¬ 
tions still lag behind the mutual relations of socialist states 
in their degree of completion and “socialism”. This is, how¬ 
ever, a temporary phenomenon. The establishment of a new 
society in these countries ultimately produces a situation 
where their international relations will acquire all these 
traits of socialist international relations. During a. visit to 
Egypt, the Soviet Premier A. N. Kosygin, noted that they 
had now “exceeded the bounds of simple, peaceful coexistence 
and were relations of a new type permeated with the spirit 
of mutual trust and based on wide-scale co-operation in all 
spheres” . 1 

The fourth category of internationl relations of co-opera¬ 
tion and mutual assistance are the mutual relations between 
countries that have chosen the non-capitalist path. They 
differ from the third group in that socialist states are not 
directly present. These are relations of anti-imperialist and 


1 Pravda, May 12, 1966. 
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anti-capitalist forces which have not yet acquired a consis¬ 
tent socialist character. They may retain their qualities 
•only if the young national states which maintain these 
relations have a consistent foreign policy orientated towards 
the world socialist system. Otherwise, it is possible that 
they may even turn into inimical relations or into another 
form of international relations of domination and subordi¬ 
nation. 

C. Transitional international relations. The new factor 
introduced into international politics after the October 
Revolution was that “the Bolsheviks are establishing com¬ 
pletely different international relations which make it pos¬ 
sible for all oppressed peoples to rid themselves of the 
imperialist yoke ”. 1 This applies to peoples striving to break 
free of capitalist slavery and to those which want to extricate 
themselves from imperialist dependence without yet abolish¬ 
ing the bourgeois system. Lenin wrote: “Our policy is 
grouping around the Soviet Republic those capitalist coun¬ 
tries which are being strangled by imperialism .” 2 

Socialist states establish with countries in the world capi¬ 
talist system only relations in which there is no domination 
or subordination from either side, and strictly observe the 
principle of equal rights and the equality of big and small 
states. As long as capitalism still exists, they cannot turn 
all international relations into a sphere of co-operation and 
mutual assistance; however, the restriction of the possibility 
of one state exploiting another means a great deal. It 
testifies to the fact that internationally, too, a process has 
begun of extending socialist social relations and ousting 
capitalist relations. 

International relations have a transitional character if, 
on the one hand, they involve peoples of socialist states 
which have already dispensed with relations of domination 
and subordination and, on the other, if they involve exploit¬ 
ing classes the relations of which have not yet turned into 
relations of co-operation and mutual assistance. These*may 
be divided into several types. 


1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 31, p. 477. 

2 Ibid., PP- 477-78. 



























102 


R. KOSOLAPOV 


Firstly, there are the relations between socialist and 
bourgeois anti-imperialist states, like those between the 
USSR and India. It is interesting that socialist interna¬ 
tionalism and the progressive nationalism of liberating sta tes 
meet in these relations. Despite all the differences between 
them, both the one and the other essentially find common 
ground as long as the anti-colonialist legacy continues. It 
was just such a coincidence that Lenin referred to when 
he appealed to Communists to base themselves “on the bour¬ 
geois nationalism which is awakening, and must awaken, 
among those peoples, and which has its historical justifi¬ 
cation ”. 1 The historical justification for the nationalism of 
young states, which only yesterday were colonies, is a mea¬ 
sure of the acceptance of elements of co-operation and mutual 
assistance in their relations with the socialist countries. 

Secondly, the international relations of countries that 
have embarked upon non-capitalist development and of young 
anti-imperialist states developing on a capitalist basis be¬ 
long to transitional relations. The latter sometimes have 
more in common with the former than with socialist states. 
Much is due to the common destinies and the tasks of anti- 
-colonial struggle, their similar economic and social struc¬ 
tures and their nationalist ideology. 

At the same time, these relations are unstable: the two 
above-mentioned forms of state evolve internally in opposite 
directions. As the states that have chosen the non-capitalist 
variant of social progress develop into socialist states, 
their ties with bourgeois anti-imperialist states increasingly 
resemble the relations of the socialist states. Naturally, in 
the international relations of the states consistently moving 
along a non-capitalist path, socialist internationalism 
increasingly and directly comes into play. Nationalism 
fades away and thrives only in bourgeois states. 

All these turns and changes, naturally, have many differ¬ 
ences and interim stages; a new content may appear in 
international relations which is unexpectedly in the old 
form and, conversely cases occur where the old content is 
attired in new garb. The essence, however, remains the 
same. 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 30, p. 162. 
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The socialist state is internationalist in its international 
policy. This is the objective of a state that is not yet socia¬ 
list and no longer bourgeois, which is going through the 
transition, from a private enterprise system to socialism. 
A contradiction arises which involves nationalism, a charac¬ 
teristic feature of the policy of bourgeois (non-imperialist) 
states. Co-operation and mutual assistance of the interna¬ 
tionalist and nationalist forces continue until they oppose 
the common class enemy—monopoly capitalism. 

Thirdly, the transitional groups must include relations 
between socialist and imperialist states. This is a sector of 
international relations in which there is no longer any 
domination or subordination by one state in respect of anoth- 
er, yet there cannot be comradely co-operation and mutual 
assistance. 

From the early days of its existence every state of proletar¬ 
ian dictatorship has to arrange its relations with the capital¬ 
ist world on a completely new and unprecedented social 
basis. The former antagonism between the bourgeoisie and 
the proletariat based on domination and subordination is 
now, for the first time, replaced by a class antagonism with¬ 
out domination and subordination, insofar as the proletar¬ 
iat, being the ruling class, stands opposed to the bour¬ 
geoisie from a position of equality. 

Whether it likes it or not, the bourgeoisie cannot deal 
with the victorious working class of a socialist state as it 
would with its own proletariat, that is, it cannot exploit them. 
In turn, the ruling proletariat, whose exploiting elements 
disappeared in its own country, cannot deal with the for¬ 
eign bourgeoisie as it' wpuld with a bourgeoisie to which 
it sold its labour power. This is a remarkable success for 
socialism in international relations, although some time 
has to pass before it can establish direct relations of comr¬ 
adely co-operation and mutual assistance with the peoples 
of the capitalist states. This is impossible without an alte¬ 
ration within the latter" of the nature of political 
power. 

.As the world socialist system develops, the state-orga¬ 
nised proletariat, although it cannot abolish relations of 
domination and subordination inside capitalist states, 
nonetheless, vigorously excludes exploitation from interna- 
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tional relations. Once it has obtained economic and politi¬ 
cal independence, it can gain equal and mutually provable, 
businesslike co-operation with bourgeois states. In relations 
between capitalism and socialism, therefore, a situation 
arises which has been expressed m the Leninist conception o 
peaceful coexistence as a special condition of the class 
struggle transposed to interstate contacts. , 

Fourthly , relations between imperialist st . at es and th 
that are on their way to socialism, bypassing capitalism, 
are also transitional. They are similar to the third type^ 
Imperialism here is also unable to impose its domination 
upon them. At the same time, the countries building a new 
life on a non-capitalist basis are themselves unable entirely 
to determine the climate of these relations. Even if they rely 
on the support of the world socialist system, they are una¬ 
ble, until the demise of capitalism in a large part of the 
world, to reconstruct international relations even according 
to the type of those created within such countries. 

Such is the sum total of present-day international relat¬ 
ions, a complete understanding of which is essential to 
understand the scientific conception of socialism, a vital 
condition for a successful foreign policy and a prerequisite 
for its scientific organisation. 

* * * 

We return to the issue of international relations because 
even a brief description of the structural types of emergent 
socialism would be incomplete without Particular p 
socialist” societies which have proclaimed non-capitalist 
development from pre-capitalist and even from pre-antago 
nistic social and economic systems. _ 

Many ex-colonies in Asia and Africa have found them¬ 
selves in a contradictory situation. Their internal social 
conditions had lagged for centuries behind the possibiL ty 
of global relations and the requirements for world contact. 

the penetration-thanks to modern communications of ail 

manner of infhiences-finds virgin and receptive soil the 
best minds of the peoples, which only recently were stirred 
to historical creativity, understandably are choosing so¬ 
cialism. 
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The conditions for attaining this goal are not simple. These 
countries do not have the elementary objective prerequisites 
for socialism, namely large-scale machine production and 
a proletariat—the prime mover of socialist revolution—is 
experiencing a period of class emergence. Nonetheless, 
socialist projects cannot simply be labelled here utopia'n: 
thanks to the ramified and intensive international relations 
in the present-day world, they have the chance to compensate 
for their lack of essential conditions for rapid progress if 
they pursue a consistent foreign policy, a policy in external 
trade, a scientific and technological, ideological and cultur¬ 
al policy orientated towards the world socialist sys¬ 
tem . 

W r e may recall the exchange of opinion between Marx and 
Engels and the Russian Narodniks in the 1870s and 1880s. 
The latter believed that the Russian village commune which 
had retained the features of primitive collectivism and had 
not yet fallen into decay (according to our formula: I—C C ) 
represented a unique opportunity as the future cell of socia¬ 
lism. Marx and Engels replied to the Narodniks that by 
itself the commune was doomed to failure when a rapid 
development of commodity-money and private-enterprise 
relations occurred. It could only facilitate the transition to 
forms of socialist organisation if the Russian revolution 
would follow socialist revolution in the West and would be 
actively supported by it. Even before the spread of Marxism 
to Russia, Nikolai Chernyshevsky, one of the best minds 
among Russian revolutionary democrats, came close to 

this view. 1 

In his famous tract, To a Critique of Philosophical Con¬ 
victions Against Commune Property (1858), he wrote that 
“we have no right to regard communal land ownership* as 
a special immanent feature of our nationality; we should 
look at it as the common human appertenance of a certain 
period in the life of each people. We should also not be 
proud of the maintenance of this vestige of primitive antiq¬ 
uity, just as no one should boast of any existing antique 
form because the maintenance of antiquity testifies merely 
to the sloth of historical development. The maintenaiice of 
the commune in land relations which has disappeared else¬ 
where only goes to show that we have lived far less than other 
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peoples. So we 'have nothing to hoast about before other 
peoples in this respect”. 1 

In what way did “the father of Russian socialism” (as 
Plekhanov called Chernyshevsky) hope to imbue this form 
“of relations which are close to patriarchal life”, 2 with new 
life and a socialist (or communist) content? 

He makes it clear in the same tract that he sees the reso¬ 
lution of this task not within the commune itself but in 
certain other factors. According to the dialectical law of 
negation of the negation, the private form of ownership, 
which in European states more advanced than nineteenth- 
century Russia (before the Reform of Serfdom in 1861) was 
squeezing out the old commune, had, in turn, to be re¬ 
placed by common ownership of the means of production— 
which was similar to that antiquated form. 3 • 

Did that mean that it was necessary to wait for the uni¬ 
versal establishment of private property? Chernyshevsky 
answered in the affirmative: this path was obligatory and 
reliable, but in order to implement it a long journey had to 
be made which many countries had already left behind. 
In that case, should a people which finds itself at a relativ¬ 
ely low stage of social and economic development introduce 
all the social institutions which a more advanced civilisa¬ 
tion had created and which it had then rejected? Should it 
not take advantage of the opportunity directly to begin by 
introducing its best attainments? 

Chernyshevsky writes tha’t “Hegel was right when he said 
that average logical aspects more often do not obtain an 
objective form of life, remaining merely logical aspects. 
Suffice it to say that a certain average factor materialised 
somewhere and at some time, the process of development 
avoids the need to be realised in all other places and times”. 4 
As an example from social history, Chernyshevsky refers to 
the .New Zealanders “to whom the British played nanny”. 


1 N. G. Chernyshevsky, Selected Philosophical Works, Moscow, 
1938, pp. 168-69 (in Russian)/ h 

2 Ibid., p. 168. 1 . . . „ , . . 

3 Here Chernyshevsky’s views ■ coincide with those of Engels m 
Chapter XlII of Anti-Duhriyg. See F. Engels,. Anti-Diihring, Mos¬ 
cow, 1969, pp. 155-70. 

■ « N. G. Chernyshevsky, op. cit., p. 193. 
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and who, because of this circumstance, did not require the 
hundreds of years spent by Great Britain in creating a system 
of free trade and enlivening industrial activity. This is 
borne out by the saying: “History, like a grandmother, likes 
its little grandchildren”. 1 

Chernyshevsky’s conclusions are: 

“1. When a certain social phenomenon in a certain nation 
has reached a high stage of development, Its journey to 
that stage in another backward nation may take less time 
than it took in the advanced nation.... , r ( ( 

“2. This acceleration occurs through the drawing togeth¬ 
er of the backward and advanced nations.... 

“3. This acceleration consists in the fact that with the 
backward nation the development of a certain social phenom¬ 
enon, thanks to the impact of an advanced nation, passes 
directly from a lower stage to a higher, bypassing the middle 
stages.... 

4. With such an accelerated course of development, the 
middle stages left out by a formerly backward!’nation, 
utilising the experience and the knowledge of the advanced 
nation, .attain only a theoretical form as logical aspects 
which are not implemented.... 

“5. If these middle stages are also actually implemented, 
they may be only of insignificant size in relation to the 
importance of practical life.” 2 

Thirty-five years later, Engels was to write respectfully of 
tlm great thinker”. Because of the censorship barrier sepa¬ 
rating Russia from Western Europe, Chernyshevsky had 
not read any of Marx’s works; however, Engels declared “if 
we do find a weak spot in his writings here and there, and 
some narrowness of horizon, the amazing thing is that there 
is not much more of it.” 3 

Engels writes further that “all the tribal community forms 
arising before the emergeqce of commodity production and 
private exchange, have only this in common with the future 
socialist society, that certain things, the means of produc¬ 
tion, are held as communal property and are in common use 
by certain groups. But this common feature alone does not 

2 S'.?' Chernyshevsky , Selected Philosophical Works, p. 193 

Ibid., pp. 194-95. , 

3 K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 2, p. 400. 
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yet enable the lower social form to grow into a future social¬ 
ist society, that final product of capitalist society which it 
itself begets.... However, it is not only possible but inescap¬ 
able that once the proletariat wins out and the means of 
production pass into common ownership among the West 
European nations, the countries which have just managed to 
make a start on capitalist production, and where tribal 
institutions or relics of them are still intact, will be able 
to use these relics’ of communal ownership and the corre¬ 
sponding popular customs as a powerful means of considera¬ 
bly shortening their advance to socialist society and largely 
sparing themselves the sufferings and the struggles through 
which we in Western Europe have to make our way. But an 
inevitable condition of this is the example and active sup¬ 
port of the hitherto capitalist West. And this applies not 
-only to Russia but to all countries at the pre-capitalist stage 
of development”. 1 

Here specifically and convincingly is propounded what 
■Ghernyshevsky had formulated in a philosophically abstract 
form largely on an intuitive level. One can only be amazed at 
the similarity of the trend in thought. Plekhanov was, there¬ 
fore, not entirely just when, referring to Ghernyshevsky’s 
treatment of the question of the state of the commune, he 
called it “purely algebraic” and thought its shortcoming was 
that the overall result of his idea “was equally applicable 
to all countries and peoples which had retained communal 
land ownership....” 2 

Chernyshevsky’s analysis for Russia was, naturally, inad¬ 
equate, especially in that he regarded the proletarisation 
of the working population (which was intensively occurring 
at that time in the West) as a negative development; he did 
not realise that this was what created the social force which 
alone could spread the principle of communal ownership 
throughout society—which attracted him so much. 

Ghernyshevsky was a utopiail'socialist of a peasant persua¬ 
sion, yet he stood head aiid shoulders above all other uto¬ 
pian socialists in Russia. He was not afraid of turning to 


1 K. Marx and F. Engels, Selected Works, Yol. 2, p. 403. 

2 G. V. Plekhanov, Socialism and Political Struggle. Our Diffe¬ 
rences, Moscow, 1939, pp. 100, 101 (in Russian). 
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advanced foreign experience which, the fate of a revolution¬ 
ary having formed differently, invariably led to proletari¬ 
an scientific socialism, to Marxism and to the First Interna¬ 
tional—as had happened in the last years of Alexander 
Herzen. It would be wrong to seek in his works signs of 
a Narodnik reactionary-utopian idealisation of the Russian 
commune: although Chernyshevsky could not take a proletar¬ 
ian and internationalist position, he was, at any rate, an 
enemy of national exclusiveness. In his view the commune 
could only play a progressive part in connection with what 
he loosely defined as progressive changes in countries that 
were more advanced than Russia. 

Why should one not pay homage to the clarity of vision 
of a Russian socialist who was very close in his outlook to 
present-day revolutionary democrats who are leading some 
nations to socialism from pre-capitalist stages of develop¬ 
ment? 

It was patently obvious by the end of the nineteenth centu¬ 
ry that the possibility of which Marx, Engels and Chernyshe¬ 
vsky had written would not be realised in Russia. The inten¬ 
sive development of capitalism brought Russia increasingly 
closer to the West in her conditions for a future socialist 
revolution; the transfer to her of the centre of the world 
revolutionary movement, moreover, made the socialist 
revolution in Russia a prologue for socialist revolution in 
other countries. 

Meanwhile, because the possibility had not been realised 
in Russia, that did not mean that it had generally ceased to 
exist. On the contrary, thanks to the October and other 
socialist revolutions, it gained credence and became a real 
probability for a whole number of countries which had been 
held back by imperialism for decades in their own capi¬ 
talist development. 

The idea put forward by Marx and Engels that the demo¬ 
cratic and proletarian revolutions would “mutually supple¬ 
ment” one another 1 received further development in the 
Leninist theory of non-capitalist development. 

Such countries have the following characteristic economic 
structures: 


1 Marx/Engels, Werke, Bd. 19, S. 296. 
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7—7—7—a petty-commodity system permeating agricul¬ 
ture and embracing artisan production; 

7— C — C —a patriarchal-collectivist structure (commune), 
and nowadays predominating, for example, in the African 
countryside; 

7—C—7—a private capitalist structure mainly at the 
pre-machine and manufacturing stage. 

The implementation of wide-ranging nationalisation of 
the means of production which used to belong to foreign and 
domestic capitalists, and the co-operation of peasants in 
such countries as Algeria, Egypt, Burma and Syria provides 
a comparatively small sector C — C — C. One should also 
remember that in most of these countries the industrial 
worker stratum is still very small. All that is so far insuf¬ 
ficient to guarantee stable socialist development. Therefore, 
countries that take the non-capitalist path are not complet¬ 
ely guaranteed against the restoration of private-capitalist 
trends and counter-revolutionary putsches. 

Furthermore, the insufficiency of C—C—C as a guarantee 
of socialist development may for the time being be compen¬ 
sated by international relations (77?) with the world social¬ 
ist community. The socialist “ferment” in these societies 
niay be designated as C—C—C—(IR). 

The transition of colonies and semi-colonies to the dicta¬ 
torship of the proletariat, according to the Programme of the 
Communist International, “will be possible only through 
a series of preparatory stages, as the outcome of a whole 
period of transformation of bourgeois-democratic revolution 
into socialist revolution, while in the majority of cases, 
successful socialist construction will be possible only if 
direct support is obtained from the countries in which the 
proletarian dictatorship is established”. In still more back¬ 
ward countries (as in some parts of Africa), a national 
uprising and its victory may “open the way for their direct 
development towards socialism and their avoiding the 
stage of capitalism, provided real, powerful assistance is 
rendered to them by the countries in which the proletarian 
dictatorship is established”. 1 


1 The Programme of the Communist International, Modern Books 
Ltd., London, 1929, pp. 40, 41. 
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Now we can understand why any violation or break in the 
above-mentioned relations is fraught with the danger of 
disrupting the entire socialist programme of a revolutionary 
regime; we appreciate why, with the aid of international 
relations of a new type integrated with developing progres¬ 
sive internal structures, a new form of society takes shape 
that is not yet socialist but which no lodger qualifies as 
a capitalist or private enterprise society. It is moving in 
the direction of the world socialist' system and has every 
prospect of joining it in the future, yet it cannot be cate¬ 
gorically ascribed to the socialist system today. 

We now have the following formulae: 

I \ 

K C-C-(IR), 

/ 

c 

I — C—Co, 

I-C-I, 

7-7-7, 

I—C—C —which is a sign not only of the weakness of 
productive forces (where manual labour prevails everywhere), 
but also a mosaic form of the social and economic system of 
countries that are taking the non-capitalist path, and the 
need for immense effort to attain the objective of building 
socialism. 1 

Here also lies the justification for the need for centralised 
government and administration and the exceptional role of 
politics until the socialist economy has been formed. This 
is one aspect of dialectical unity, the other being the need 
to activate conscious popular participation in implementing 
progressive programmes. 

The experience of anti-imperialist revolutions which have 
acquired an anti-capitalist meaning has shown that the 
most honest motivations of personally convinced and some¬ 
times heroic fighters for socialism can lead them to defeat 

1 “...An enormous step forward must be taken in developing the 
productive forces; it is necessary to overcome the resistance (fre¬ 
quently passive, which is particularly stubborn and particularly 
difficult to overcome) of the numerous survivals of small-scale pro¬ 
duction; it is necessary to overcome the enormous force of habit and 
conservatism which are connected with these survivals.” (V. 1. Lenin,' 
Collected Works, Vol. 29, p. 421.) 
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and senseless sacrifice if they rely on a policy drawn up by 
a small group or Blanquist conspiratorial methods. They 
are doomed to failure if they do not conduct persistent and 
systematic work in turning the ideas and aspirations of 
what is usually a small vanguard of revolutionaries into 
the ideas and aspirations of the people as a whole. 

Where revolutionary democrats who are sincerely interest¬ 
ed in the socialist future of their peoples do not take care to 
see that the common people understand and give them their 
support, imperialism very often takes its revenge. For them, 
as for all other social forces which seriously proclaim social¬ 
ist aims, the Leninist rule must not be forgotten: “Capital¬ 
ism cannot be vanquished without taking over the banks , 
without repealing private ownership of the means of produc¬ 
tion. These revolutionary measures, however, cannot be im¬ 
plemented without organising the entire people for democratic 
administration of the means of production captured from the 
bourgeoisie, without enlisting the entire mass of the working 
people, the proletarians, semi-proletarians and small peas¬ 
ants, for the democratic organisation of their ranks, their 
forces, their participation in state affairs.” 1 

We have already mentioned the common features of social¬ 
ist states and their principal characteristics. The model of 
socialism for all socialist states is an ideal type of state 
which is industrially and culturally highly developed, has 
common ownership of the means of production and a social¬ 
ly uniform population. This is the socialist state in a full- 
scale version which Lenin identified with the beginning of 
the higher phase of communism. The problems which face 
countries in the world socialist system should be distinguished 
from the problems confronting the young developing 
states for which the socialist prospects are not rigidly fixed. 

In recent years a lively discussion has graced the pages of 
newspapers on forms of transition to the new system, on the 
types and models of socialism. Unfortunately, the discus¬ 
sants have often failed to fulfil the major condition of de¬ 
bate—they have not agreed on premises and principles. Some 
people interpret socialism as a national and specific histori¬ 
cal form; others, take the form of socialism to mean the 
initial stage in the search for a prototype of socialist societies. 

1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 23, p. 25. 
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The “socialist model” concept has not had a happy time. 
It has been demagogically bandied about by revisionists s» 
as to denigrate socialist construction in fraternal countries. 
Attempts to prove the multiplicity of “socialisms”, under the 
pretext of “model-making”, have objectively undermined the 
positions of scientific socialism and are bound to be con¬ 
demned by Communists. 

A certain contradiction has arisen: either to have the only 
scientific model of socialism, as postulated in the works of 
Marx, Engels and Lenin, and in the documents of the inter¬ 
national communist movement, or to have a multiplicity of 
“models” arbitrarily constructed by opportunists. If we are 
dealing with the present state of the problem, we have to say 
that this duality has a reasonably firm basis. In evaluating 
and condemning revisionist attacks on the theory of socialist 
society, however, it is important not to restrict the area of 
research. 

There is only one scientific model of socialism if we take 
it as a completed integral social system which has fully devel¬ 
oped its possibilities and already stands at the threshold 
of communism. This for the time being is our goal. 

On the other hand, a chain of societies exists representing 
stages in realising the given model. They may be expressed 
as various structural types or models, but they are not 
socialism as such in its finished form, but a socialism develop¬ 
ing from the lower forms of its social organisation to higher 
forms, being constructed in more or less accordance with the 
demands of objective laws. An inability or, rather, an 
unwillingness to make a clear distinction between them both 
is a characteristic feature of the revisionist view of Roger 
Garaudy (author of Pour un modele frangais du socialisme, 
Gallimard, 1968); his book claims to be something new in 
Marxism, but a critical analysis shows that Garaudy strips 
Marxism of action. 

As the Soviet writer H. Momjan has rightly said a “criti¬ 
cal attitude to the conception of many socialist models by no 
means refutes the correctness of applying a scientific model to 
a study of social phenomena. .Furthermore, not every use of 
the term ‘socialist model’ is associated with a perversion of 
Marxist-Leninist theory. Very often it means a statement of 
various forms of socialist construction or some of its specific 
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features in these countries. In that case, one may refer only 
to the extent to which it is expedient to arm oneselt with 
terminology which, through the efforts of revisionists, has 
taken an anti-Marxist tack and may engender contusion. 
Marxist theory has elaborated clear-cut and precise concepts 
and categories for designating the dialectics of all that is 
general, specific and unique in socialist development. But 
it is not a dispute over words. The greatest objection is to 
the deeply erroneous attempts by some theoreticians to 
construct models of socialist society which are basically at 
odds with a genuinely scientific interpretation ol socia- 

Emasculation of the conceptions of a really scientific 
model of socialism is used by its enemies for politically 
disorientating the working people. An acute, uncompromis¬ 
ing and systematic battle is needed against this. However, 
it does not follow that one should refuse to extract and study 
the various structural types of emergent socialism. A lack of 
such research hampers the resolution of tasks in scientifically 
forecasting the development of socialist society and the adop¬ 
tion and implementation of sound solutions on a national and 

international scale. , 

It is vitally necessary as well as desirable that the number 
of such investigations should grow, that their influence on 
the management of socialist and communist construction 
should increase, that they should influence the course of the 
construction itself. They have a truly historic role in con¬ 
sciously selecting the most suitable forms and methods of 
transition from the pre-history of human society to its 
genuine history. 

The reader having come thus'far may object that he has 
obtained only a rough outline. But there are different kinds 
of outlines. A scientific outline enables us to elaborate 
a mature world outlook. It is true that this may not happen 
quickly but there are no grounds for despair. Knowledge 
should not degenerate into a cachectic erudition with 
which one might excel without applying it to something. 

The reader may recall that at the beginning of the book, 
the author stated his aim of helping him to learn consciously 


1 Kommunist, No. 2, 1970, p. 62. 
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how to choose out of all the truths obtained by mankind pri¬ 
marily those that possess a definite meaning in social life. 
With the correct approach, the choice from the outset will, 
probably, fall on the need for progress, and that today 
has a single direction, namely the transition to socialism with 
which, incidentally, the realm of freedom commences. 

A genuine friend of freedom, by contrast to a whole mass 
of those who like to sell it piecemeal, selects the socialist 
alternative of social development, thereby demonstrating 
both the really free meaning of his choice and a complete 
understanding of the need for such a choice, and his inter¬ 
est in the social liberation of mankind and a responsible 
attitude to the condition of mankind. Such a choice may 
seem extremely harsh and unacceptabe to a person who would 
like to be “free” to apply his mind not only to scientific 
benefit, but also to delusion, to make one step forw'ards and 
two steps backwards, to defend reason and at the same time 
to encourage unreason.... 

What does such a “freedom”, that may be attractive to 
a particular individual, have in common with social free¬ 
dom? Does not society have to pay dearly for the whim of 
someone irresponsibly to proclaim his principle of “free 
expression” and demanding from society that it did not ask 
him in what that “freedom” is expressed? Can a person real¬ 
ly believe himself free if he even completely voluntarily 
intends to move back towards spiritual and social slavery? 

Before the October Revolution, the optimum plan for 
free activity was determined by how close a person came to 
accepting the interests of the working class which stood in 
the foreground of the present epoch, whether he accepted 
them as his own, whether he shared the political doctrine of 
scientific socialism and whether he was ready for selfless 
organised struggle in order to put it into practice. This was 
the social and political “system of co-ordinates” in which 
the fighter for freedom had to view his environment; these 
were the “forms of contemplation” of the world. This im¬ 
plied the class proletarian approach to social life. 

What has changed today? First of all, the fact that by the 
many, years of effort of tens of millions of working people, 
the scientifically substantiated socialist ideal has'been em¬ 
bodied in a real live socialist society. The interests of the 
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working class have been transformed, in a revolutionary 
way, into social relations and institutions corresponding to- 
it which have their own laws of operation and development. 
It has become possible to judge human designs and deeds by the 
measure of socialist social relations and institutions. Their prin¬ 
ciples and standards have ultimately become fundamental 
and determining. Meanwhile, the content of the class ap¬ 
proach has also altered. 

The class proletarian ideology and psychology are usually 
being formed without direct contact with the class enemy in 
a society today where the foundations for the realm of free¬ 
dom are being laid and where social and national antago¬ 
nisms are disappearing. New generations of Soviet people 
have not experienced exploitation and- have not encountered 
landowners, capitalists, bankers and wealthy peasants. 
Even about fascism young people know mainly through 
films and books. Because the main front of class struggle has 
moved beyond the bounds of socialist society, some people 
may think that a lull in the battle has occurred and do not 
keenly feel the tension of class battles. The bourgeoisie 
greatly counts on socialist workers forgetting the specific 
notion of these battles; nothing causes the bourgeoisie 
greater pleasure than for us to lower our guard. 

We all know how the bourgeoisie encourages an unhealthy 
tendency to defame the heroes of the revolutionary past and 
the truly heroic present, to denigrate Soviet people, their 
labour and struggle, and to reappraise whole periods in 
our history and the role in them of outstanding individuals. 
Whatever their motivation, we 'are faced with a move to 
undermine the spiritual and class-political continuity of 
generations and to prepare the way for alien influences. 

An obvious example of this was the action of the Right- 
wing, anti-socialist forces in Czechoslovakia which tried to 
discredit the Communist Party, its heroes and prominent 
figures, to impose on young people nationalist politicians 
as their spiritual mentors and to lead them into an impasse 
of opposition to the socialist system. 

The political and philosophical socialisation of young 
people is not satisfactory if they do not acquire the funda¬ 
mentals of a scientific criticism of capitalism, if they are 
quite uncertain about the structure of socialist society and 
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S the laws of its activity and improvement, and if they are 
not able convincingly to explain its superiority over any 
private enterprise system. 

Young people can only understand socialism as a system 
]i of the most reasonable and humane social relations by means 
! of education and through their’ own practical experience, 

1 above all by participating in public work. 

1 One of the ploys of present-day imperialist propaganda 

I is to impose upon us the so-called “dispute of equal”: that is 
to say that the forces of good and evil clash in capitalist 

( society and that such a rivalry exists under socialism too, 
that the world has always been divided into good and bad 
people. The new generation of builders of communism oppose 
this masked preaching of an apolitical attitude, an attempt 
to gloss over the diametrically opposed nature of the two 
social systems, by their mature ability to evaluate social 
phenomena applying socialist, Marxist-Leninist criteria 
r through the prism of socialism as an embodiment of the interests 

j of the working class and all working people. This is a party 

and class approach which should be sensibly used by every 
j 1 Soviet person. This is a world outlook through the prism of 
f the values of freedom that is being confirmed in practice. 
j The bourgeoisie frequently include today in their arsenal 

I of anti-socialist weapons R criticism of practical socialism 
/ from the point of view of ... socialist ideal. They live parasit- 

i ically on the fact that in one degree or another there is 

( always a non-coincidence, a gap which exists between the 

• ideal, the forecast, the aim or the plan and their empirical 

| * implementation. 

> | The idea of socialism is extremely popular in the world 
} today. Our enemies cling to this idea because they do not 
t ^ want to lose their grip on the people. Lenin wrote in 1915: 

( “ ‘Socialism’ in general, as an aim, as the opposite of capi- 

f talism (or imperialism), is accepted now not only by the 
,» Kautsky crowd and social-chauvinists, but by many 
bourgeois social politicians. However, it is no longer a matter 
, ^ of contrasting two social systems, but of formulating the 
! concrete aim of the concrete ‘revolutionary mass struggle’ 

^ against a concrete evil.” 1 

| 1 V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 23, pp. 153-54. 
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To sum up, the..forces of socialism and progress regard 
capitalism and its imperialist policy as the major evil in 
the world today, while the forces of reaction regard as evil 
the growing pains of socialism or temporary deficiencies 
in its social organisation, trying surreptitiously to apply 
this description to the whole system. In other words, our 
class enemies counterpose their, own normative, demagogically 
exacting and, ultimately restorative, approach to a revolution¬ 
ary attitude to contemporary events. That is why they enjoy 
arguing over various subjective socialist models which viol¬ 
ate the integral scientific notion of the new society. 

The experience of the Czechoslovak events of 1968 shows 
particularly convincingly what a responsible or irresponsible 
attitude to preaching a true conception of socialism means for 
the cause of freedom. In the magazine Literdrni listy, Jiri 
Slama “unfolded pluralistic socialism”; he proposed replacing 
the socialist economy by a mixed economy which would 
include wide-ranging entrepreneurial initiative from private 
owners. He openly counterposed this point of view to what 
he called the Monist Marxist-Leninist idea of the socialist 
economy “as a single large factory”; he favoured competition 
between different political forces for power. 1 

For their part, the authors of the document “On the Eve 
of Decision-Making” (referring to the new Czechoslovak 
model of socialism), published in July 1968, were against 
what they call an “industrialisation model”, thereby artificial¬ 
ly separating and counterposing socialisation and industrialisa¬ 
tion. These people seem to have forgotten that mature so¬ 
cialism cannot be built otherwise than through industrial 
development which is associated with wide-scale application 
of up-to-date technology. Flirting with Western critics of 
socialism, they maintained that it would be wrong to try 
to add a democratic and humanistic gilding to “the industri¬ 
alisation model” from outside without changing its basis. 
It is not hard to guess to what this change in the basis would 
lead in view of the “microcult” around the economist Ota 
Sik who had proclaimed a slightly modernised “co-operative 
socialism” a la Diihring. 

Misunderstanding about the essence and paths of devel¬ 


1 Literdrni listy, 1968, No. 17. 
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opment of socialism, encouraged by the powerful apparatus of 
mass media, has resulted in an erosion of class and internation¬ 
alist awareness among substantial sections of the popula¬ 
tion. Certain groups have succumbed to radio and television 
hypnosis and have lost a clear understanding both of social 
necessity and of their own actual interests. Millions of 
people are convinced from this negative experience that 
without mastering a scientific understanding of socialism they 
cannot appreciate the political outlook of an emancipated free 
person ; this obviously implies a socially conscious, rational and 
responsible direction of their activity. 

Geographical discoveries 
Do not take shape as gradually 
As historical events. 

Oh, those myths, the reefs and foaming waters ! 

America 
As such 

Was understood much later 
Than Columbus dreamed, 

When he by chance did come upon 
That shore and cried : “ ’ Tis Indial” 

The face of the Great French 
Bourgeois Revolution became clear , 

In retrospect, after 

Decades of heated, incoherent 

Disputes, conducted by swords on battlefields. 

And only we 

Do see things clearly now. 

We will not tolerate blank spaces 
Upon the map of history 

Whose motley meaning is distinct and clear to us. 1 

It is to be hoped that after reading this hook young 
students of Marxism will say the last verse with greater 
conviction. 


1 L. Martynov, People's Names, Moscow, 1969, p. 150, 
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